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PREFACE 


This thesis is a study of the concept of Vlacaa of -she 
Dvaita school of Vedanta propounded by MadhvacSrya. The 
concept Intends to solve an age old problem of substance and 
attributes and also the problem concerning the concept of 
•difference* in Indian philosophy* 

The concept of Vlse^a has been studied exhaustively In 
this thesis* it® refutation by prominent thinkers like 
Madhusudana sarasvati, Vedantadeslka and Parakalayatl has seen 
examined* The views of many Important schools of Indian 
philosophy in respect of the problem of substance and attri¬ 
butes have been examined in the light of visana of the bvaita 
school* The need for all schools to accept visfea^a is discussed* 
wo such comprehensive presentation of the doctrine has been 
undertaken by any modern scholar as I am aware* The work jives 
a full understanding of the doctrine of Viaea^a of the hvaira 
school and thus opens the door for reviewing the problem of 
substance and attributes and 'difference* in a proper perspec¬ 
tive by modern scholars* 

Various points concerning the concept of viafaaa lie 
scattered in many older works of Dvaita Vedanta and they have 
not basts sat forth in their entirety in one place. This 
thesis collects ail of thorn and presents them in a co-ordinated 
manner and thus fulfils an essential need for a correct under¬ 
standing of the concept* Such a presentation has been a 
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desideratum for long. 

The works of Matfhva, tfayatirtha# Vyasatlrtha and many 
other writers of the Dvaita school of Vedanta are the mala 
source of information for my thesis* Relevant works of the 
Jaina, Qhat&a, Prabhakara, Myaya-Vois'es.iita# Ramanuja and 

^aftkara schools are also referred to for the purpose of 
examining their criticism of the concept of videos and their 

view of relation between substance and attributes* 

Examination of certain objections on Vlieaia by Hadfcu- 
sudana Sorasvat! and Parakalayatl# the observation of the feet 
that there is an anticipation of Vilena in the Jain* school 
and also the observation of the fact of the critical review, by 
the Dvaita school, of the generally accepted logic that bfoede- 
vvavahara and the use of non-synonyraous terns can go only with 
difference constitute the original contribution of this thesis. 
The concept of Viaeaa is examined in the light of the arguments 
of the prominent schools of Indian philosophy with regard to 
the problem of substance and attributes for the first time la 
the thesis* 

The other portions of the thesis such as the discussion 
of the definition and scope of VlSeqa , the pramli^as for positing 
Vl^tss^a and the presentation of the arguments in favour of and 
against Vl&esa by different schools are based on several works 
of th© different schools of Indian philosophy* 

As this thesis is the first attempt in the above 
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described direction# it my be safely said that it tend* t* 


the general advancement of knowledge in Indian philosophy* 
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nmicAntcmon 


’Difference’ is a widely end deeply debated concept in 
Indian l^hilosaphy. It is the foundation of Realistic end 
Pluralistic school© of Philosophy, They have put forth tm 
untiring effort to establish difference. Hie critic* of 
difference have strongly refuted the claim* of difference for 
a place in philosophical thought. They c«fc a very important 
questions Is ’difference* an attribute of it© ioeu* ( dharmi )? 
or is it its essential form? The affirmative a newer to tfte 
first alternative being ridden with the fallacy of infinite 
regress# the choice of the second alternative ia indi*peno«bla. 
hut even this view cannot defend difference# as it cannot 
explain certain peculiarities in respect of difference and 
its substratum ( dharml ) t The cognition of difference require# 
the cognition of its counter-entity while the cogaition of the 
dhariai does not. Difference is determined while the dharaj 
ic not determined# Therefore the second view is also un¬ 
tenable, 

"Che Pvaita school of Hadhva has attempted a solution to 
tills problem. It holds difference to be the essential form 
of its locus and consequently to be identical with it. fne 
identity is not absolute. It is qualified. The qualifying 
factor is a power which can account for the above described 
peculiarities. It is conceived to toe such a power that can 
answer all the objections against the concept of diffarenes. 
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brahman Is full of auspicious attribute* according to 
the Dvaita school. If the attributes are different from 
Srahmao, the question of their relation to Brahman arise*. The 
conception of any relation is open to the fallacy o£ infinite 
regress or excessive assumptions. 'therefore, the attributes 
are to toe perforce held identical with Brahman. Then certain 
valid usages Involving Brahma and its attributes remain un¬ 
justified* To.justify these usages, Madhva says, identity is 
to be qualified. The qualifying factor is,* obviously* a power 
which can justify the usages in question despite identity. 

This power is also necessary to explain certain points of 
opisterrologicai and ontological fjositions of the Dvaifca school. 

This power# called Vijfe^a* is shown to be, by Msdhve, 
necessary to all schools oS Realise and even to the idealist 
school of Sankara* An exhaustive study of this concept of 
Vlafega including its refutation by stalwarts like Haohusudene 

M 

Sarasvafci has been made In this thesis. 
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mm scos® oy vises* 
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In the history of Indian philosophic thought tne onto¬ 
logical categories o£ substance ami attribute have occupied a 
very important place. A very significant question about t 
two categories. has drawn the attention oc thinkers since t.i* 
earliest biases* The question is: Are substance and attributes 
different? or are they identical? or. ©re they different-cum- 
identical? Slone &£ these alternatives can be admitted for the 
following reasons: The view of difference between substance 
and attributes is open to fallacies like Infinite regress. The 
view that substance and attributes are identical is also not 
free from defects* For instance, it is not possible to account 
for non-synonymousness of words denoting substance and attri¬ 
butes if' they are identical* The view that they are different- 
cutn-idenfcical is contradictory* These points will b« elabo¬ 
rated in the sequel. 

All the schools except that of Madhva have held one >r 
the other of these three views, and therefore seem to be unable 
to offer a satisfactory answer to this question. 

The Bvaita school of Hadhva has given a new solution to 

\ 

the question, partly subscribing to the view of identity* fhe 
bvaita school is <s£ the opinion that substance and attribute* 
are identical. But it is alive to the fact that absolute 
identity gives rise to some new questions with regard to sub¬ 
stance and attributes. Therefore, the school has continued it# 
inquiry and baa arrived at a conclusion, namely, that there mmk 
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be soma principle in substance itaelf which must tee aul« to 
solve all the questions that arise in th® wake of identity of 
substance and attributes* Th© school has accepted the n«re 
Videqa to this principle in accordance with proof*► 

He will be in a better position to understand this 
doctrine os Vi^eqa if we can understand the necessity of 
accepting the identity of substance and attribute# and the 
objections that arise therefrom. Tnerefore* it is necessary 
for us# first of all# to consider the arguments of the 'Pvaita 

school for accepting the identity of substance and attributes 

^ 2 *** ^ 
as given by Jayatirtha in his magnum opus # the uyayaaudha * 

Substance and attributes# doth and its white colour* 
for instance# are not different for they are not obtained or 
cognised separately like two fingers* Nor does the clotb 
appear as th© locus and the whiteness as contained (Sdrvgjr#) 
in it unlike a basket and fruits within it* on the other 
hand# the form of cognition here as expressed in language is; 
*the cloth is white* * This cognition is hot an Illusion, 
because there is no ©ablating cognition later. The cognition 
which might sublafe it* would be perception perceiving th# 

1* See Chapter IX* 

2* He vfaa a great champion of the Dvaita school of thougst* 
He has commented upon all major works of Madhva. It is 
impossible to understand Madhva without the eommantar-ea 
of Jayatirtha. He has written a coiransritary called 
MyavaaudhI on the anuvvakhvana of Madhv*. 
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difference between white colour and cloth# But there ia no 

such perception* Therefor©# the fact that the cloth and At® 

whiteness# or in other words# that substance and attribute® 

3 

are identical stands established • 

The Dvaita school is not unaware of tne fact tnafc even 
this Identity is not free from fallacies* The fallacies 
noticed by it may be described in the following wanner, "nero 
are certain facts which point to the difference between *mb- 
stance and attributes. They ©re^s (1) the object c£ the two 

3„ <TZrn^ra - nrTifz i 3i£Mi6vdri^ n^fvrnr^ i oTifw 

CTJl s WFFTUi H eTTTTUftcj' #n^n?] Of7T7~^TT3 I rar ^nW .-rglT 

^■fifTcT I m"W 7 Vf cU frT: ^^TfrrT ( ef> ^(“FT H'lct-iH^ \ j^Vjfyd 7~,F li f^TT 

5f7h2~fyn^H^r^ e^rf'U’cH ^r^nr_i q >~nr^^ nypjft q f v/ ia qq) htjt?/PJ- 
i xrsr f^rgr*. jV?; i 

Jayatirtha, Nyayasudha . Ed. Apa^ankara Ramacarya 
and others. Nirnaysagar, Bombay, 1867, p.106. 


h . £75ir?^r -o" ^Vg^n^rfoT m d »>e-PdiTnq i 7 -h-TH «=T> 1 , 7 ^3'; I 

PI-^<vJq ffh T? W Ml j l€?4 VJMV=h Wd ll * *"• ^ M 

-ftTPHT^T 34 ^ 7 : C T? 3-T3T7 : C T? i.-F <r l"MTf^ r 7» vfl * |T?f *. ^ 5 % 

qTTTTfH^^-, H^rTT^-?^ 07 pJiTTdTL qrF^-rrn^Tn >fR 

^7^^177 I <H cf^o^TT^: | ^tuTF^lviTTun°sO ^ ^ J 

1 ’ibrd., P 106. 


\ 
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cognitions* namely* of the pot a rad of the white' colour As not 
on© and the same. Even a black cloth can be an object of 
the cognition of cloth and whit© colour of a paper can be an 
object of the cognition of white colour. If cloth and is* 
white colour are one and the same# this fact cannot be «ot~ 
plained? (2) the words ’cloth* and ’white* are not «ynomr<*®u*i 
C3> the cloth and the white colour bring to one’s mind tfm 
nieraory of two aon~synonymou3 words ? (4) if om r* eased to 

bring a cloth he does not bring any wnite thing and whan w 
is asked to bring some white thing he does not necesaariLf 
bring a cloth? <5) there is no contradiction in the statement 
•the cloth is not white* as in the statement *the cloth la not 
cloth*? (6) the blind* while he knows the cloth by touch, 
does not know its white colour? (7) the white colour di»* 

i 

appears when another colour is given while the cloth does not 
disappear. la case of absolute identity of safestanca and 
attributes* these facts cannot to© explained at all. They are 
hot illusionary either* because there is no subletion later. 

h consideration of the two seta of fact# shown atoc-v# 
shows that while identity ’between substance and attribute* i* 
valid* absolute Identity is not tenable. Soro* thinker* have 
suggested that difference-cunj-iclentity is the relation between 
substance and attributes as there are fact* suggesting it. 

But Madhva and his followers say that this is not acceptable# 
because# identity and difference are mutually contradictory 
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and therefore cannot co-exist, 'mis will fee deal's with it 
detail in its proper place* 

Now we know that tnere can neither fee absolute differ¬ 
ence nor absolute Identity nor di££erence-caura-identity oeteeen 
substance and attributes* The problem remain© to be solved, 

Hadhva has given a solution to this problem. He say**. 
Substance and attributes are identical. But there is a 
principle in substance which provides for various judgement# 
and other facts apparently pre-supposing difference. Ever 
though substance and attributes are identical* the judgment# of 
difference* as a matter of fact* are *nade possible by the qpera- 
fcion o£ this principle* This principle is called VitAwift, This 
VA&qa is not opposed to identity* Therefore* it can eo-sKiet 
with it* There is no reason to entertain any doubt about this 
principle which can be an objective basis for the judgments and 
other facts which apparently pre-suppose difference betweer 
substance and attributes. This is considered as tn«s representa¬ 
tive of difference and therefore* it can account for some fcacts 
of difference, Madhva says in nis AnuvyaKhvSna 

"Vlsfe^a is (said to be) that which account* for th* 

* y •***©>* 

usage of ncn-synonyiftous words even though there i* 
no difference, This ( Vides.a ) is found in all enti¬ 
ties" 3 • __ 

* ‘vi'J^rvT fcfW mTV i I & d. \ <rr) -i 1 A M T TT =F r I 

crTTn cP-tVh: cTP^srrr EfTT » 

Medhva, Anuvyakhvana * ( Sarvassulacranthah ) vol.j, A9HM, 
Bangalore# 1967* p.9. 
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Jay&fcirfcha explains this definition of wadhva in to* 
following manner: 

M 0a account of the otherwise untenability of 
identity and the facts of difference ( j^adakarva. ?, 
it should be assumed that there is, in cloth, a 
certain pre-eminence, the prafci.ni.dhi of differ- 
ence# thanks to which all this would be right. 

This pre-eminence# as it brings about diotine- 
fcion even in a differenceless object, is called 


Dr® B.N.K# Sharma may be rightly quoted here. fe Bays, 
‘*Xt is in this crossing or intersection of identity and differ¬ 
ence that Madhva finds the clue and justification for ni* con¬ 
cept of Vi^e^as to bridge the gulf between substance and attri¬ 
butes and preserve the basic unity o£ experience without in 
any manner sacrificing the numerous distinctions demanded and 
drawn by the necessities of scientific usage and practical 
utility” 7 ® 


Sorae questions arise here. Why should a r«pre««ntative 
of difference be accepted between substance and attributa* on 
the basis of valid judgments and other fact® of differanca? 

&«. (rHv i m hT>m qz 3 - 117 ^ =^T^jpfjrq' : 

•^yrRfr^r prn&Ti FTnj^ir^ m ) 

H^qrfTTT^f. 3-f)>r^srb i%riT^*c4T7L Brrr^r jfa j-fW^ t 


Myayaaudha , p. 206 . 

?* Dr. B.fUK. Sharma, Philosophy of Madhv&chary at , Eharatiya 
Vidya Bhavan, Bombay*: “1962^ p^iTT' 
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why a suitable reason for not obtaining or cognising tft*e» 
separately like two fingers should mt ba g|v«? 


questions «aay be aos«M»rad In the following ttmmmft 

tn fact# the VajUfa^ifta senool has .accepted dif£«r*«c* rytwmn 

& ¥&»*>•** 

substance and attributes. They rpsve recognised a relation 

called Saa-avwa between the two* because of this reist!*©* 

they say# the two am inseparable and therefor*, tn® two «r* 

mt obtained or ara mt cognised separately* bus this >a«>arirs 

in rejected by the author at Vtedahtesutra$ saying that it A* 

s 

open to serious defects end abortcotni^s . &%»!&*# tni*. tii* 

acceptance of identity of substance and attribute* is laarvrtatel*. 
An exhaustive account of these points will »pp*ar in the f earth 
chapter of this thesis. Therefor®# the solution *iv#a> ay «t* 
Vaisfe^ik&s is not acceptable* as pointed out earlier • #o«* 
say that by accepting dlf ferQftc«-euo*ident ity m&mmw £ub*t*ixa» 
and attributes the t«o sets of facts before us e«r* b« u*pi»in*d 
But# it is also pointed out that identify and c»mm; 

co«*exi3t together# a© they are mtualiy opposed* If they oo** 

exist# sorsd principle which dispels tts® opposition betw**« Wmm 

11 

&«afe be accepted* This principle is nothing oat Virf*n* . 


10 
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vfftan this is to be perforce accepted# this* only can account 
for the judgment© and other fact© of difference and there* ore# 
there is no need for accepting difference-cum-identit y. 

Besides# if di£ferenee-cum-identit y is ttve relatior 

between substance and attributes# the question aa to what 1» 

the relationship between substance and dif£erence«cum~id«rtity 

and also between attributes and difference-cum-idenfcity arises. 

If difference-cum-identity is the relation# the question m 

to what is the relation between first dlfference-oure-id^ntlty 

and the second# arises. If a third difference-tham-idantity 

is accepted as a reply to this question# the question f 3er*l»t* 

ad infinitum anrl consequently the differ©nce-eu»~iuentity 

oetween substance and attributes will not be established. this 

infinite regress can be overcofne by admitting self-sufficiency 

( Svanirvahakafcva ) to differenc@-cum-id©ntity. Sut without Virfeapt 

« 3 2 

tho very idea of 9 Svanirvahakatva * is untenable . this will be 

13 

elaborated in its proper place . 

Therefore# the acceptance of qualified identity or -mat 

14 

is called “colourful identity" aa a relation between substance 

fVjrwn^=* i i 

3- bid P \o(c 


13# Chapter V# pp.l18-119< 

14. “Madhva accepts a relation called colourful identity 

frftjtT&r * ~ B.Kf.K. Sharna, ?Mlo3o^y^l_^mK»igEa * 
p*4S# 
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and attributes is the only plausible solution to the problem of 
relation between substance and attributes. 

Having proved the necessity o£ viaTe^a # now it is necessary 
to understand Its definition# nature# proofs and scope. 


Definition s 


Madbva# in his ftnuvyakhy&na # defines vis'e^a thus: 

is (said to be) that which accounts for the usage 

I s 

of s*on«synonirnous words even though there is no difference , 

/ 

This definition may be explained with the help of an 
example* Substance and its attributes lib© coin and its mma 
are not different. They are one and trne same. But fcrwe words 
•coin* and "mass* are non-synonyrsous » tn cotrsuon practice# 

words deijotlng the same thing are synonymous. Therefore# how 
can the words ‘coin* ani ‘mass 1 be non-synonymoua if tnmy aeoote 
the sarae thing? Madhva assumes that tne coin has some power in 
it which accounts for tills fast. This power is vilest* . 

Jayatlrtha has elaborated this definition* According to 

him# the word anaryaya^abdantaraniyafflokah # in Madbva's d«f in-,~ 

tion means# by implication# that Visfesja governs all fact* wh^ch 

seemingly pre-suppose difference but where difference doe* n«t 

16 

exist in reality # 


IS* 

\G . 
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In the light o£ this interpretation* Jayatirfb* gi^e* 
a fuller definition of Viefe^a. Visfefita is that which account# 

*3mxm ****» * m m »m 

for the primary (not figurative) judgments of difference with 
reference to the things inhere difference doe* not exist la 
reality* 7 . 

Vl ^b%a does not account for such figurative judgnaat* 
as 1H hahu*s head®* 8 . 

Wo &n©w that substance and attributes are identical 
according to Madiwa. This may lead one to understand that 
either substance alone is real or attribute# alone are real# 
But this is not correct* Rofch of teem are reals. vj 4*%m 

gives reality to 'both of them in spite of Identity. vyiM- 
tlrtha has defined Vi^b^a highlighting this point, lie nays j 

precludes the non-existence of on* of to# two 

19 

entitle© which are not different . 

This definition of Vyasatirtha is very important, it 

17 • ^T^?s^7 34'^pq^Tr vf$o h-1 I 

- I y\4 P lot 

18* Rahu is hellevad to exist in the form of head only. 
Therefore# he and Ms head are absolutely identical. 
Therefore# the usage *Rahu*s head* which denotes a rela¬ 
tion between ftahu and his head is considered t© be 
figurative* In such figurative judgment* vilest* doe* 
does not account for the judgr*snts of difference. 

fkwv^r 5> i i 

Hyavarorfcam * T.R.K. Kui^&hakonam* On.II# 1908# p.llS. 
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answers a serious objection raised against visfe^a by 7eda»t« 
desfika and Parakalayati* 

Vcdanta&e^ika*3 obiection s 

The ovaifca school refutes fene view of attributeles*** 

ness of Brahman* tfc also holds the view that brahman anc Ita 

attributes are identical. This identity logically calmit-afca# 

in the attribat©lessnass of Brahman* Therefore the view of 

identity of Brahman and Its attributes is untenable in tr* 

light of the i?vaita refutation of the view of attributeleas- 

ness of Brahman * 1 

«» 21 
Parakalayati also makes to© saiae objection . 

Vyasat firth© * s definition of visfe^a makes it very cjUear 
that Vidte^a keeps both Sranman and Its attribute* in existence 
without harming their identity* Madhva has conceived #ucsi * 

20* ^ u) jjfu T >T7 oSfu x i jTi 7L $pm^ uiirUF/rrz cpr^p-’, ^ry^R-l 

*fw?r?r i ztptth r jyj tt? sr^ 

Vedanta ftasika* Stotraratnabhasyam. A* Sampatkumaracary*# 
39# 3annidhi Veetril# ' katij^Vajfciia# “ '1940# £>.58. 


<2\ 


rnV rRTT^ <$ 1 % ^ ^ 

^ MT.9 <f,l H^JTOT >V^/ 


il7 %rffjsr JjxrrTTrrprnT 


Parakalayati# VIjayindraparajaya * V.D.V.S., Mysore# 1972#p.0. 
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principle called Vldb^a which is capable of precluding the non~ 
existence of any of the two# Therefore# the objection of 
Vedanfcade^itea and Parakalayatl has no substance* 

Her© a point must to© cleared* To say that substance 
and attributes are identical and yet both of them are reals may 
look incongrous. But in Madhva*s opinion# identity is not 
opposed to diversity. What he means by identity is that -:ney 
have no separate existence like pot and cloth. Attributes are 
the souls of substance. Therefore# it cannot be different 
from them* But w© have divers© experiences from the same sub¬ 
stance. We have an experience of touch and an experience that 
gladdens or repels our ©yes. Therefore# attributes must be 
admitted to be diverse aspects of substance. Therefore the 
reality of both substance and attribute© cannot be denied. It 
is Vi^e^a which gives reality to both of them in the absenee of 
difference. sine© this Vi^es.a is considered as the >ratl*ldhi 
of difference the reality of both substance ami attributes 
without difference is not incongrous. 

There is no invariable concomitance between diversity 
and difference. There can tee diversity oven without difference. 
Vi^eqa is conceived as such a power which accounts for this 
diversity in unity. 

Vyisatlrtha gives two more definitions of vitf&sj* which 
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are similar to those given by PSadhva and jayatlrtha . 

this Vi^e^a which acts as a plnralising agent i* a power 

or potency of substance. It is also called vaafcnavabniiviitiafaya 

— 23 -• 

or the pre-eminence of entities, by Jayatlrtha • Raghavandra- 
tirtha also holds the view that Vl^es.a is a power of aubasbaaee**'. 

This Vi^es.a is considered as tne hratinidhi of die Fr¬ 
ance and it plays the role of difference within a limited 

, 25 

sphere • 

Tne name ViJ>es # a is also very appropriate to thia poeancy 


(<x) 3-f7W77n vr^ vifsrjrsr^? VT^TL. 1 

\T^Tj>«^'rVV-fc , ^-Appyw Aiyr ffS/Vw^ OvA^ (_T<S U ‘ W ^ K/V ~ ) >v ^ cj ^ yn ^ a 

( b) ' 


£3. rc0 <rTTH ^5?' 

^Jayatlrtha. VWE . Vidyamanyatirthaft, P.P.V.P., bangalore# 
1969, p.1010. 

ft, 

• frhrayasudha . p. 10&- 


. ^liTd^rrq'’ = ^^fnrf^ J RW: 

Raghavendratirtha. Parlroala , Apa^ankara Racnacarya * Co., 
Bombay, 1867, p.106. 


.ar. g^kr^nw.* ! 

' - Nyayaaudha , p.106. 


- V*|.^ 
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because the wore* Vltfeqa means a distinguishing agent and this 

potency is meant to distinguish between substance and attri- 

26 

butes without harming their unity * 

Vi^eaa is svanlrvahaka 

2h the foregoing discussion the necessity of accepting 
the principle of Vidbqa to solve the problem of substance and 
attributes has been shown* But Visfe^a will no's be firmly 
established unless it is shown to be free from the fallacies 
from which difference, difference-eum-ldenfelty and absolute 
identity are ridden with* 

If Vlffetta is different from substance, the question of 
relationship between difference and its two milata arises* If 
it is different from its relata it will lead to infinite regress 
of difference* If Vl^eita arid substance are held to toe different- 
cum-identlcal it will lead to infinite regress of difference- 
cum-identity* If Vi^e^a and substance are identical, virfeat* 

WJOC* ** W H WI I IWW n., mi i rm vtwmr—» 

will be no more and substance will not be the possessor of 

. mm** '■ "■ ** *i w m i »*Mnwi ■ ^ * vm in 

26* 5^! rd 3> N4>7cf r?L ifr? JT^lr) \ 

J- \s 1 cl P 10 b 
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Visesa* Therefore# how can VA^es.a be a solution to the 

27 

problem o£ substance and attributes? 

Madhva has taken cognisance of this difficulty and has 
given a very convincing reply* He says Vlsfeqa is identical 

Og 

with substance • 

Jayatirtha elaborates this; substance/ though Ida itleal 
with Vi^es.a can still foe the possessor of Vl^e$a by the opera¬ 
tion of Vlde^a itself* Here one should not understand tsmt 
a second Videoa A© conceived to account for the judgment of 
difference between substance and Vi^es^a * for, such a concep¬ 
tion would end in the fallacy of infinite regress- ?lr*z, 
visfe^a Itself which accounts for the judgments of differeace 

W fcWi MMO WJ Ml h im* 

with reference to identical substance and attributes explains 
the jutlgjftenfes of difference between itself and substance also, 
though identical with substance- If Vi^fe^a does not have 
this power of explaining its own fohedavyavaftara # the basic 
purpose of its conception would be defeated- Therefore/ while 
we discover Vicfes.a in the crossing or Intersection of differ- 
ence and identity we must also see this self-explanatory xswor 
in it* The capacity to serve independently ail its naeds and 

27 • jVirer rrr^pWrVsTrf^F i fw ^ 

ftrjfTFrf? vfTT7^?>^rf4TT^- I 2^V^r-T . 

rn5'^> 2 ' i "n i - i hid p ios 

3L 8. c^s<Ff7FThHfifenc^id^n FR1 l 

oTToTF ftnfiW. M 

- Anuvyakhyana # p.77 t 
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to remain in existence purposefully is called Svanlrvahakatva . 

** 2?) 

Thus# in short# Vl^e^a is fivanlrvahaka , 


Eur* fU Magaraja Sarma# while writing on this power of 
Vl^e<§a in his * Reign of Realism in Indian Philosophy *^® says* 

"In dealing with ultimate concepts in any science or » system 
of philosophy# attempts to explain them in terms of something 

other than themselves must fail# Every ultimate concept ia 

/ 

sui generis # self-supporting and self-explanatory** :?r* ’Sanaa 
continues and says# “Though analogies do not and cannot run on 
all fours# it is yet permissible to mention some in support of 
the position taken up by Hadhva* Whether it ia regarded *a 
a ‘form of perception* or not# a reality gnaws into ail pheaomn* 
as all are obliged to be in time# and while explaining ether 
phenomena in so far as they are described to be temporal# it 
also explains itself* &o attempt is made to explain time ia 

29 * Vd i' M H ft ch ^ ci i d el i cJ-T(-l I 'BTcTrf^ ) 


MYAaVMaKhUiOl. 
a -- 


-^ - 

Mivr? cr^V^Tofhr* i fqirqqqn-T f^Ti^Fn^rats- 

ijTrl l ?T C^T fq~ 3 TW: fei i t vifi a-w c r\ 3 “ 0 \ f^fTTET- 

rN V\ . _,-- -» 


C^TTf^rf 


\ *» I'yOM » oc • • ’ 

-q 'ra^trpra -q 

rh 4'Twi ^ ) 


~*~ NcjciyaSudkci p Iqct 
<r| rj ^-cj^i Koj_M M'jf: <rrl^ 5 TTTTm" ) 


— I bid p, I of 


30* R* Nagarajje Sierras# Reign of Realism in Indian Phfle&ogHv , 
national Press# Madras# 1932# p*512* 
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terras ot something other than itself. Similar remar** would 
apply to space as well. Tims—spaces, 3pace—tima, reduction of 
space to time and time to space *et hoc * (and all that sort of 
thing) are simply tantalysing trumperies of modern science^ 
Relativity explanations nave not in any manner invalidated 
the metaphysical doctrines. There is. therefore, nothing 
illogical in Madhva's attempt to meet all criticisms snd opposi¬ 
tion in respect of the ultimata category in his system of 
©peculation by maintaining that Vi^esja (peculiar power, potency, 
etc.) is oul oenerls , self-sufficient and self-explanatory*, 
other schools of philosophy too are obliged to recognise 
Svanirvahakatva to their ultimate concepts*' This fact nm 
been shown in Chapter V (ppJL 26-127). 

YiJjsM* °h® or many? 

It should not be supposed that only one Vitfe^a exists 

in all entities and that is identical with them. That would 

make all entities identical with one another according to a 

well-known logical principle that if any two things, say X and 

Y. are identical with any other thing, say z, the two things, 

31 

i.e., X and 3 are also identical . if pot is identical with 
Vldes.a which is identical with cloth, pot and cloth also would 

31. ^ ?th_ cTTW^tl I osf 

hT ??• ?r$i>ry. \ 

Eaghavendratirfcha, Payimala , Nirtjaysagar, Bombay, 
p. 107 * 
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become identical* 'ibis would be against the interest* off 
fteaXistn and Pluralism. Therefore# tfadbva makes it clear that 
the number of Vi^e^as is innumerable and not one 3 ^. 

Jayafcirtha clarifies this further* each entity ltaa» 
a number of Vl^bs.as and not only one. If each entity were 
to have only on© Ulgfes.a it cannot account for many diver** 
judgments of difference about the same object. Therefore* it 
must be admitted that there are as many Visfe^as in each sub- 

33 

stance as there are judgments of difference . 

There is another important point which roust be natefi* 
These numerous Visfes.as cannot be different from each other. 

In that case# they would split the substance with which they are 


32„ yuffo Bnft 1 ?* ww 



Rarest Archiver 




22 


identical» Such a contingency is a logical consequence. Mom 

the question arises as to horn Visfe^as can be numerically tony 

34 

i£ they are not different, Madttiva*s answer to this question 
is s H&nyness does not necessarily pre-suppose difference- It 
can tea due to Vlffeqaa also, visfes^a # as already jointed o«fc# 
is a wonderful power which can account for manynees without 
difference* As it is svanirvahalca it can account for its own 
numerical manyness* Therefore# there is no fallacy o€ endless 
series of Vlde^aa aiso 3 ^* 

The Scope of Visfesas: 


The scope of Vitfes.a is very vast* It plays a signifi¬ 
cant role in establishing almost all the key tenets of the 
Dvalta Vedanta* tot only for the Dvaita school of Realism, but 
for any school of Realism# nay# even for the Idealist school, of 
Ankara# Visfega is indispensable• while Realists c-snoot resolve 
the problem of substance and attributes without Visfe^a, the 


sft^t BrrrehiTn- ^now>L 

rf-qi-w ^ qp^ n- R 


I VT^TTcfTiT ^ JTTFfT - 

^VsTFqr: I 
- x P )t 7 
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Sankara school needs it to overcome certain complications re¬ 
garding the concept of Alkva . This will be explained 
adequately in fcne subsequent chapters. 

A.s far as the Dvaita school is cosicemed, Vlsfe^a is 
necessary to explain satisfactorily* 

(1) the numerical infinity and mutual identity of 
Brahman’s attributes and their identity with It; 

(2) the positive and negative judgments regarding Sh&~ 
stance and attributes and the part and the whole? 

(3) the concept of SakqXn g 

<4} some of the very important# but subtle aspect* at 
finite soul# iiva? 

(5) the theory of error? 

(6) the theory that words are expressive of their r»«n- 

other 

ing related to same/meaning of some other words in the seraence 
( Yoqvataranvitasvarthabhidhanavada )? 

(?) svanirvahakatva of ultimate concept*; 

(8) Vi^aqa is necessary to answer the objection on the 
view that difference is the essential characteristic and there¬ 
fore identical with its substratum. 

(9) it ia also necessary for the proper interpretation 
of some tfpanisadic sentences and to resolve certain complica¬ 
tions in our references to time and space. In brief# it 
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exists in all entities and plays its role in helping m to 

understand the basic principles of ontology upon which the 

Seal ism of Hadhva is based. Tnis will be elaborated through* 

out this thesis. Dr. 0.1-3.SC. Sharma rightly observe** "*te 

36 

one who cares for the laws of thought can escape if 1 * . wadhv* 
briefly describes its scop® thus: "Vi^esja is known by percep¬ 
tion. All positive ( bhava ) and negative ( abhava. ) judgeienb# 

are due to this Visesa without which no judgment ( vyavthere ) 

37 

is possible" 


36* Philosophy of ?fadhvacarya# p# 55 

37 w o vzj i $ vsfen$r 

^r^>nq^MTTr?r w iVstf & ? i 

* Anuvyakhyana . p.77* 
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Vjd@s m a has a firm base of all the three means o£ 
knowledge, i#e.# Perception# Inference and verbal Testiswry. 

At the beginning of the first chapter# an inference in th# 

— 1 

form of Arthapatfcl has been shown to prove Vi^ea*. in 
this chapter it is proposed to deal with praanagag proving 
the existence of Vjgfes.a elaborately, 

Perception t 

Videsa is known by perception. This can be provec on 
the basis of characteristic difference in two types of cogni¬ 
tions. The first type of cognition covers perceptions such 

2 3 

as ‘cloth in threads’ # ’colour in pot* # etc. The second 

type of cognition relates to perceptions cucn as ’fruits In 

4 

the basket* # etc. There is a distinction in the character 

of these two cognitions. That such a distinction is there 

cannot bo denied as distinction is known intuitively as 

5 

Jayatirtha points out , What is the reason for this 

*• inference used to account for an apparent inconsistency. 

The Sat Devadatta eats in the night as he does not eat 
in the day but is fat# Davadatta’s fatness and hi* re¬ 
maining without food in the aay is apparently inconsistent 
and it naturally leads one to conclude that he cate la 
the night# 

2 . fZZ 3* *rt 4 * 1 

oiprfi thh^t^tw \ jj- i 

Jayatlrtha# Wvavasudha # Ed, hpaffcwkara Ramaearya and 
others# wirnay sagar* Bombay# 1867# p. 360. 
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distinction? It should be only on account of distinction irs 
the objects of two types of perceptions. The objects lite 
colour and pot in one cognition, and fruits and basket in 
another cannot account for characteristic difference in two 
types of perceptions. There should be something; els® whlsn 
can account for the characteristic difference, on an examina¬ 
tion of these two perceptions it may be found that besides 
cloth and threads, and colour and pot# identity of tnem also 
is cognised in the former typo of perception (cloth in threads, 
colour in pot), Besides fruits and basset, difference between 
them also is cognised in the latter type of perception (fruits 
in the basket)• Thus the identity of cloth and threea i» un¬ 
mistakably established. 

Mere .Tayatlrtha has examined the possibilities of other 

t 

causes for distinctions (1) In the two types of perceptions 
under our consideration two related entities and * relation 
are the objects of perceptions. In the perception 'cloth in 
the thread* etc,, the object© cloth and thread, ate*, are In¬ 
separable* In the perception 'fruits in the basket* the 
objects are not inseparable, but separable. Hie separability 
in one case and inseparability in the other are the cause* for 
distinction between the two perceptions - and not identity in 
one case and difference in the other. 

But Jayatirtha maintains that this argument is defective, 
w© are considering two varieties of perceptions. In both of 
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tiiem the objects are related as supporter and supported 
( adharadheyabhava ). When cloth and thread© are related 

just like fruits and basket the inseparability of the forwsr 
cannot account for the distraction in perceptions^. 


VySssatlrtha explains this point more elaborately. m 
says that ayutasiddhi means the invariability of the supporter- 
supported relation* At the time of two perception© under our 
consideration supporter-supported relation is seen betweer 
both cloth and whiteness, and fruits and basket. Thr, cogni¬ 
tion 'cloth in threads' does not cognise the invariability of 
that relation nor the other cognition cognises the variability 
of that relation. in that case the perception 'cloth in 
threads* should have cognised among other things that the re¬ 
lation between cloth and threads will never be destroyed or 
the cloth and threads will never disunite. And the percep¬ 
tion 'fruits in the basket* should have indicated that their 
relation will toe destroyed or they disunite* But no such 


6. =j7cnrST4K 1 tPT J^TRl-^TT^T JrjJ <k.I r?T ( Un P^Ttf 

3-r^MT5fdprr^ s r = t rH i cf? m iffrr^ 9nrrvr^i vn^T]- 

<rfl gi < efi (*=•! ( 0 /^ 1 


frarfmali , p*414. 

J-n urn i^r 7rpnfVfe*T7?3^ / 

Nyayaaudhe , p.340 
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thing is forthcoming by the cognitions 7 . Therefore* the 
distinction between the two types a£ perceptions cannot be 
explained on the basis o S separability and inseparability of 
objects. 

2* Jayatirtha gamines another possibility of explain!ig 
the distinction in the following ways The relation of -t±m 
basket and the fruit is not permanent because it gets 
' destroyed sometime in the future. But this is not so in 
case of thread and cloth. This destruction of relation or 
disjunction of the relate in one case and its absence in 
another is the cause of distinction in these perceptions* 
This explanation is also untenable* Because* how could turn 
destruction or disjunction which will take place in future 


7. ^ i cx f iprBi^T^ epjWZf i 3*i mv ,arfp xrgfir ^-7*7/ \ 7rjt 

clct I <ni errf e-l I ?AW\ hffV >H?: W I s/ fo" ShTr? I )~W r f7TfrJ rf ~rpTr£ c t J ~ 

efcJT^PT ! s=f rj &7RW TlTr^rzirz'Jt: TGrj^l <sn 

TT^crzftw-TTt rf ) aim f^T^Rrr^ ^r ; TPm 

fTfW^TfT^l Sjl ^ 5.'°Te( 4 -t fewrm ^ ^lf^tPT^T7^77> S 

^rrfg ^nTsrrVfwTOTr | prR"crtf , f^r £ r?srFr 

^ oil. I rfTITT^'&l - ^ fe'fcf M f=\ <rl c( ^TB^TTT^f cj)vi|)L 1 


« Hyayiroifta* Ch.lX, p.545* 
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fee a cause for the present experience off distinction?*' ft-ere*- 
Sore# the distinction must toe due to the reason other thar. 
the one alleged here and that is identity o t cloth and tn*ead. 

Moreover# before the cloth is woven out of them# the 
threads occupy a place of a certain dimension. After tnt pro¬ 
duction of cloth# the cloth too occupies the place oi the sains 
dimension*. if threads and cloth are different# how do they 
occupy the sama place at the same time? it is a law of 
nature that two corporeal things cannot occupy the sane® ■>!*«# 
at the same time. Besides# the perception of the colour of 
the threads should he different from that off the colour of thw 
cloth. But in reality there is no such difference* Th«a« 

facts# unmistakably suggest the identity of the part *nd the 

g 

wnole# substance and attributes and so on ♦ Therefore# 
identity is the object of the perception? ’cloth in tnr«*d»*. 

After showing that Identity of the part and the whole 

8. TT^cfZW- ipSe/Z^M ^ FtTHTl cfJZITSrn >rhaps T 

Fn^c -, siwrh sOToV^r rtxt 2,M~vnftl7T yfr ?f ar^r^mr < 
^3^-rcnr prr^oj^nr I Nyayasudha # p.360 

°! Cf?l7cr^n ^ WTS**? - ^TTwwTTwgrjH d^TSTTr 

rfT^TPFrrrzf / a -c? jnh '«T3' ^p^TTT I rtTTf s frrrT 

HT^r^ryr c ?7 irirf i ibid . # p.36o. 
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is cognised by perception, the perceptibility of Vlrfes.a too 
can be proved by tne examination of another fact. There ere# 
in our common parlance, usages known as aaraanadhlkaraava *^ 
usages. For instance# "Devadatta# the possessor of a stick** 
and "Davadatfca, the possessor of ear-rings” are samaflaidhlkarapys 
usages. Here stick and devadattafcva in the first instance 
and ear-rings and devadatbatva in the second instance reside 
in one and the same person. Here the point fco be observed is 
that stick and its possessor and ear-rings ant! their possessor 
are different. This leads us to conclude that sanSnadhikarausys 
usage is possible only when the object® involved in tne usage 
are different. Coming to our point, there are sewanSdhikar«$y« 
usages such as *cloth X® white* (^uklah patah ) 'threads are 
cloth* ( tantavah patah ). This means white colour and threads 

are different from cloth. 

How we have seen usages which imply both non-differsnee 
and difference between the part and the whole, substance and 
attributes. But that identity and difference# as they are 
contradictory# cannot co-exist nae already been made clear. 
Therefore# in such cases usages implying difference must be 
only duo to the presence of the prafcinidhl or deputy of difference 


10. The usage which denotes that two given attributes reside 
in one and the same substratum. in the usages * f?sndi 
Devadattah * and * Kundali Devadafctah * ' baryja * and 
* Devadattatva * and ' Kuncjala * and * nevadat tstva * reside 
in Devadatta alone. 
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i#e*# Vi^osa. This Vidfeg.a produces sSi^nadhikatraiiya usages 

II 

(involving gui^a and guqin) without harming their Identity , 
Thus the fact of saraanadhikaragya usage establishes the per- 

ewe rn f mmmmamu m m m ********* 

coptibxlifcy ©£ Vlgfesa* 


Inferences 


VyasatiTrtha has advanced a syllogism to prove Virfut . 
22 


The syllagism is 

Minor tegffi 
(Paks.a) 


1* Ekatagapagi^e^SbihSva of the two 
attributes# via.# Vi Mans end 
Knanda which are essential 
characteristics of Brahman. 


11* T qTpvFn^S-^H^Tf ^ITT-. ) R.^TW?, JTH{ ~ 

S?;fH777Ps fzf o~wr^f(TWf ^n^prnrT7r_i st-^ n ^r^iie-dk oi o^r^~nr^?w i 
&Gf-rtK?7T>1 dl& d 1 <7'T 

y\ Gr\ -T cT^T% -£W ^ JT<1 ' <i3r ^ V7 h"^ITS"R ^Z/T <£jj ^ ^^7 

PC Cfc^WRrQ^Przf r(Tu? JTzfct, \ C 5ST t ^^£1^ < 

h aV ^ipTrr 3 -T&P& isr^vr jrar 

yrrX&% v^TWV4rrt^/^^d^r4^;^VV}2 

^■^VIT pdl - Mzlzasudha, P.360. 

\Xi> 5BT^T^PTGT^ ^ 

^ ^ iT^Th'iW-'Y^ -fn’r) 


fY^rjJf^TrL I Vrl ^\\PT rlcT cf £ 

IJ^r^fdTL - Nyayana;ta # Ch.II# p.564. 


^ _X_ 


'T'xr 


7£ 
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2# EkatarapariifaqffbhSva of Aikya 
and Brahman which ana identical. 

3. The being of Frataevatva 
taowahilifcy) in itself• 

is deterEiined by a factor other 
than difference. 

as it is determined, bat not by 
difference. 

if a determined factor i» not 
determined by a particular factor, 
it must b& determined by a factor 
other than that particular factor 
as in the instance acceptable bo 
both* 

In a syllogism, major terra is sought to be proved on 
the basis of already established minor terra and middle team* 
In the present syllogism ralnor term is established by rfrutei 
and arthapatti . Brahman®s attribute© like Vlfhlna and 

Attanda are mutually identical according to tno rfruti * mb* 

- - 13 

nanasti klncana ** according to the Dvaifca interpretation * 

Aikya and Brahman are identical os otherwise it destroys ttte 

13* u pej <rfj?n^ 17 fex^rjr^ZTZ. z^nrrn^ jjwttf 

f^PHTTUTT-M CfTpr? ?Ti7n "*T aVgfsre tJT-**. ( 

Hadhva. Bhasya on Kathakopanisad (to be found in Sarva- 
mulagrantha), Vol.I, A.B.M.M., Bangalore, p.484. 

£0: <#7sfer jjuTi^i^RTrf^ <?nrsrr ^Tir o-nftr i 

vrat., p. 102*-. 



Middle term s 

( He tu ) 

Form of concomitance s 

m rnSanmt mmmtotmtoMnivuimmimwmimmt***,* *** ** ) 
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14 

validity of the Vedas • That Prameyatva Ilea in itself mu#t 
be accepted as there is unsublated cognition that knowaoility 
is Knowable ( Pram-ayatva is pyamssya ) which means there i* 
knowatoility in knowatoility. But knowabiilty is numerically 
only one as assumption of more than one knowability leads to 
recressus ad infinitum . 

« umm » mum m m mmmmits a amimem it u t 


When the above said identity is a fact it iogiealij- 

follows that either Vilftana alone or Knanda alone would have 

to tea real and not both of them* Same is the case wita >■ iky a 

and Brahman. Such a contingency ia against tn« spirit c4 

the ffrutl which proclaims that Brahman is endowed with infinite 

number of attributes. In case of Alkya and Brahman such a 

contingency will lead to the futility of the pursuit of v*die 
IS 

studies • Therefore to be true to the spirit of tb« Yed&s 
we must say there is no question of only on© attribute remain¬ 
ing or either Brahman or Altora renaining. All the attribute# 
are real. Both Brahman and Alkya are real. 

There must be a cause for this numerical manyness «£ 
attribute© when they are identical. 


14* Brahman alone is real according to the Advaita school.. 

If Aikya is different from Brahman it cannot toe real. 

If unreal Aikya is taught by the Vedas they loss tne-r 
validity. In order to safeguard the reality of the 
Vedas Alkya must be made real. To make it real Alky 
must be considered to fee identical with arahm&n. 

15. Brahman is considered to be s£lf-lu?ninous. Whan Alky* 
is identical with It* Alkya also is self-luminous. The 
Vedas need not be studied to know a self-luminous entity. 
Hone© the futility o£ the pursuit of the Vadic studi«#. 
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Tn® substance of minor term ar*3 middle term 3^e*d» to 
infer that there is a factor in Brahman which keep* fctie 
numerical infinity of attributes intact without endwn.jerlng 
thoir identity mutually and also with Brahman. This factor 
is Vi^e^a * 

So far as* being of fframeyatva <knowabillty) in itaeif 
is concerned, how can the same Pramayatva be in itself? **ut 
this being-in-itself is valid* Therefore, we have to con¬ 
clude that there is a factor in Prarnevatva which m*J**a such a 
being in itself possible* That factor i® Vi^esa . ThX* 
inferred factor is VA^b^a as it acts as a distinguishing 
factor* 

Verbal testimony i 

In any system of philosophy based on the Veda* and the 
ttpaniqatis , these authorities play a predominant rol<- in the 
inquiry o£ truth. They are the one and the only infallible 
source to understand certain truths concerning tne universe* 
There are many sfrutl sentences which# according to Muihva, 
unmistakably suggest the existence of the principle of Vi^ea**. 
We may see in the following few pages how ^rufcls stand to 
prove visfesa. 

There are many s&utls which proclaim the identity of 
Brahman and Its attributes 0 Madnva has quoted certain suen 
sentences in hi© Visnu t at tvavin.tr nay a # which have i*=en ex¬ 
plained by his commentators • 
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1* “ gkasaevaavitlyoro tat ” - Chandoava 6-2-1, Here the word 

4 Ska* is meant to say that the attributes of Brahiaan are neither 

16 

different from It nor dif£erent-cum-identical . 


2. Wna aanastir kincana . Mrtvosfca tnrtvuftepnotl ya lha 
naneva cadyati. - KSthakopanisgad 2-1-11. 

In this sentence the word nana sea m difference, there¬ 
fore the sentence means attributes In Brahman are not different 


to. G^FTTTTf^W = Ftrrrj ‘ynrzfZnf, pr^m^-^rk -r I u c[^FWrr^?frfr 

TTcTtTn >s?fk ^K - ei f r7H TI _ 1 f^TTTnrn < ^rSTSTT 3-TXT5H7L 9H3 fi T ^Td ''ftr 

& 7rsf7T) vrr 1 oTryrg^s^ wra», | HiT^tra'y>^rS 

3 rf^fV^rq^ ^ ( ^rgp^i^rjT^T xr^rs ^nfrsrra r>~r~T; > cr^Trij - 
c-^7T: 977 ; aTT^TwrBrTf ^T; ) ATT f^hr fT©^: PTT7L 3wfe?h^s<crP?. 
^eJTT' I <M! jtfXh * ^75 ?XT\ T^TX^c’ xj jfrf A>jfl f\ \ <cn~Fr 7TT7 i 71X777^ ( 
a -Jr f<EnTTKm >r-^T7T aTfTf ^oTPTrTff^TTL I 73 cWOT ifrrfi :-r j 

<777 a^T^f c jfTrsrn^7TTi“. ^ <**^3 rfr -t ; ( 

q-^T ^rTT'Wl <fr? c<H 6 7' ^ sfrf I 


- Bhasya on Chandogya (to be found in Sarvarnnla- 

grantha), Vol.I, ABMM, Bangalore, p.432. 


Madhva< 


T^V^ruj 3H! ^ >!■ c7iT^tTp 7777 ( 

<?”? - S-fT 2 ? vJJTTT; / J-T^l - fT^l-ri ^Ic 4 '^~?JoT 1 77773 - 

TT^TTTqii ^ 1 <h! <-7 = 3^Tof^~fr f cfr^ i 1 o-i^V 174-1 77 / j £ 77 ; - 

< 37Tfra > y U7? jpjr-^fn 1 ?4 Rr ^Un >rzp?r 
3dj7 &f r. 2TJ7) wR^R^^TFl j 

Raghavendratirtha. Chandogyppanls^khandartha , TRK, 
Nirnay Sagar, Bombay, p.84. 
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either from Brahman or mutually 17 . it warns tne people oi 

dire consequence if dif £erenco~eum-i.dentity between Brenmaa and 

Its attributes is accepted* The word nana with iva Hteem 

18 

differenee-cum-identlty * Thus the sentence ra»an» that titer© 
is only Identity between Brahman and Its attribute©. 

3* Yafehodakara durge vi^tara parvafce^u vidhavati 

eweawmimi i mwwww t r n imninn um n» i n—— m tum&mmem i ■ mam Mtm n i a i 'i irT^r 

evaia dharmaa pifthakpa^ymsfcSnovanuvidhavafcl 

- Ibid ., 2—1—14 

This ^ruti means* ‘‘Persons who regard the attribute® of 
Brahman to be different from It fall down like rain-waters 
falling on the peak of the mountain". 


But there cannot .be a bare identity between Brahman %nd 

Its attributes/ for* mere identity Cannot explain the usages 

- 19 

such as " Drahmanafo anandafr " and so oh. And it is an accepted 
fact that the Gratis cannot preach untenable doctrines. Tiorefote, 


17 . gz jpTrt^anw ^rrprr ftrg o-rrffr t t 

met , p* 1024 


19. 


4=hV©<u vroFT^T 1 ’* hi j f >i, +j vnnTrf 

yf^TSTL ' BS -‘T WTTTk jfy || 


Srinivaaatirtha# Gloss on VTrtt:# p.i025* 

1^. teLl a- 17 . p.535- 


Taittiriyopani^ad (to be found In Sarvaroulayrsnth*} ABWN, 

Vol.l, 
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we have to assume that the Gratis which proclaim such identity 


do also suggest a principle which can explain the usages and 
references which are apparently based on difference. In 
other words# those very sfruti passages must embody a principle 
capable of explaining the usages and talks involving apparent 
difference between Brahman and Its attributes, as Jayatlrtha 
says# vie have to look for such a principle in these Gratis 


themselves 
21 


^, Madhva had already said the aasw* thing in hi* 


Rgbhasya 


20 . 




The Katftopanisad describes many attributes o£ Brahmen 

s>j7W BrjrwsRr rPr^nr ) 

VTN-t./ p.1024. 

^rm~PL ur^'ST^ i 


22 


xTPTTf XfFRT ‘ar^T^TfX? HtfOT*. n 

Madhva. Rgbhasya (Sarvamulagranthah. Vol. 4). ABMM, 
Bangalore. 1973/p.14. 

« V jii J] kz 2HT7TTUT oFth ^^rjrfPl 

<r! rfrfT Td ^ Jj'-W d S t^cT^ H7L A ^T; rfRTTT . c^j . 

Sjjr 9rnr^T^ frfWZT Pr ^nr^^rjwj ! er/j; wTL » 
tti tfwni mrzijTTrTi Prlr^-fr^T i jjifr ^-737 vttst^t > T i 

^5?^ vri 1 M r / I ~Q cf& I 3HTU M) T/f T 7 hi oTl H ^ <T IS *jY 

5->p^ JiRoftlir- i frZ 'ra l^h oT^p^^i3TTT^^•^^^K^- 

7 %- 1 jj^swr x^j a jiW^ m ;??■•-. , 

XT7V-3 ^»TW I tr- 3 ^ 7 W I 

Kathopanisad . 2-1-5-9 

^ ^ J3?rf?3 yrtfri jnvrr u , 

3^^£jT7TT^-TrTflr7TTRT 3T3T r rkfft$r ^rffZ i| 

Ibid.. 1-5-12. 
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After describing these attributes the upanisyad says that 


there is no difference between Brahman and its attributes . 


If there were no attributes in Brahman the tfpanl^ad 
should not and would not have described it es full of attributes* 
therefore# there are attributes in Brahman* we cannot say that 
attributes are different from Brahman# as the same UpanlgaS says 
that there is no difference between Brahman and its attributes. 
Therefore we have to infer that the aruti recognises a principle 
which accounts for Judgments of difference C hhedawavahira l where 
actually there is no difference* That principle is Vlasta* 


Mvaita view examined : 


Sankara* a interpretation of the sentence Heha naaasti 
klneana is* w 2n this Brahman there is no difference whatever*'*' 1 . 

23* JTcrf-H A iHTVI o2f ( ff”£ cr]lari J Q"-(} /oV>~^ rf 

^ „ __ C f\ ^ . 

TT Wfr» - Ibid ** 5-1-11* 



ttedhva* Bhlfya on &a$bopania ad (sarvamulagrenth&h#) voA.i), 

_ _ ps ^ p.4B4* 

24* 4<T5f$>' *1 I siraiT/Zri feh^diTVffyT^Tjrff I 

f w 

Sankara. Shaffya on ka^hopanigad* m*»*».# If44# p.63* 
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X£ Sankara admits attributes in Brahnan and deniaa their 

difference from Xt his view would lead to the acceptance of 

Vlsfesa as such a view cannot foe justified without v1s£mm» as 

has been explained already. If hi© denial of all kind* of 

difference in Brahman means the denial of attribute# also in 

Brahman# then the word nana in the sentence would b*eo*w 

superfluous as * Meha3fci kincana 1 would be esnougn to deny 

2S 

attributes in Brahman * 

interpretation in favour of differe^ice-cum-ldentity rafutect s 
In the sentence# Mr.tyoj&ba m^tyumapnotl y* ina nineva 

a rnt m m imHmammmm m+e l »+****» 

pagfvati # the word nana with iva suggests di£Serence-cum- 
identity 4 * . ' The sentence with the juxtaposition of nana and 
iva goes to say that those who so© differenee-cufjt-ider^ity 
between Brahman and 'Its attributes will also go to hell after 
death. So the view of ident,ity-c«m-di££erence between 
Brahman and Its attributes is also against the spirit of this 
sentence. 


25 * xrr? ^ B i m^r sr*? ^ i 

- Jayafeirtha, Vfflrh , 1024. 

JLG. M^T^r>i7T^fTl ^RToZT fsTTTg’Th'-, \ 

vfn^q-H-nrT qi sp n ^ f 

mdftva. Bhl^ya on Ka^hopanl^ad# p.907. 
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thus as neither the Advaita view of Brahman being attri- 

27 

buteloas nor the view of identity-cucn-dif £ arena* between 

srahntan and its attribute© is valid in the light of the impli¬ 
cations of th© above mentioned texts# the Bvaita view o< identity 
of brahman and Its attributes deserves consideration. Ail the 
words in th© above mentioned texts can be satisfactorily ex¬ 
plained in this view. Once this view is accepted the acceptance 
of Vitfe^a follows as a logical deduction from it. 

The essence of the foregoing argument ia: there ia no 
difference or difference-cum-ldent it y between Brahsaan and its 
attributes# But there are some valid usages and texts widch 
cannot be explained if there is bare identity between ftrahman 
and its attributes. Therefore a principle called Vli/ese to 
deputise for difference has to be accepted to explain the 
interrelation. 

Vadiraja # in his ffrutitattvapraha^lka observes teat 

ewwiiiewwNewwwiMwiwsMWWS»isiwMeews>wwwsww^sssMMwiMMS^ aitmmmim mmmmmmim* 

27 . It io not clear in the Madhya*s Bhaava on Katha 

as to whose view is being refuted in th© Upanis.ed. But i» 
But in Indian philosophy# the view of idenTIty^cum-dMfer- 
©nce between substance and attributes is held by the 
Shatfta school of wlmaAsa. The i/panisad might have artiei- 
patod this view. 

28. he was a great exponent of the Dvaita school of Vedanta. 

His dates C. 1430-1600. B.h.K. Sharma. A History of 
the Dvaita school of Vedanta and its Literature# vol .II# 

Book sellers Publishing co.# Bombay-4# 1461# pp.190-214. 
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fcfte Taittiriyoj»hi£sad provides an arthanatfcl argument in flavour 
of Videsa. The sentences like ftnando orahmetivya llnat in the 

_ V I I 

Bhrguvalli of Tajttlrl^opanisad denote that Knanda/Tbll**} are 
the svarupa of Brahman. itsat this fact ia denoted by the 
sentence can b© mad© out by the apposition of the words *Xe»and** 
etc. and ’Brahman*. The sentences like Anandara arai-m go 
Vidvan denote difference between them a» the word * srahmanah* 
is in genitive case* But both identity and difference cannot 
be true as they are contradictory. Therefore# one has to con¬ 
clude that the Upanisad itself must embody some principle which 


explains both the judgments denoting identity and difference. 
That something is Vi^ega* It explains the judgment* of differ¬ 
ence in the wake of identity and thus save® the validity of 

30 

both the kinds of sentences found in the tPaittlriyopawitad . 


Hadhva supports his view of Viafesa by quoting free 5h« 


23- tsstrfygfcfsfr I 

^|7 Mr ■msiij-t T ^ r7CI 

^-nrr^r^rs^rA-cr^-, 
JuTTpw *rr=£v m 

vSdiraja* ^futitatfcvopraka^ika 4 Soda Vadiraja 
mtt# ttdipi# 1954# p.23. 
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30 

Srahroatarka which refers to certain usages where acceptance 
of Videsja. is a necessary pre-supposition to explain them 5 *. 

We have a valid cognition that *th© space is ©very- 

where** This cognition means space is related to space* 

When we say ’the bird moves in the sky* it means the bird has 

a relation with the sky* In the same way# when we say *->he 

space is everywhere*# it means space is related to space. 

We have a cognitions ‘Almighty is Svatantra *. The word 

* tantra * indicates a relation. This is seen in the usage 

gurufcantrah &ayah* The usage suggests a relation between 

the teacher and the pupil. So when we say ’Almighty is 

Svatantra * it moans *Almighty is related to Himself** 

- - ---- — -- - - - : — - * 

30* The Brahmafcarfoa is ajsreatiee on logic according to medhva * 

He says in hia Anuwalchvana s "The same venerable lord 

Oadarayana has prepared an abridged cogy of the irahmatarlai 

which was originally composed by Sadarayaga himself la hi# 

Harayaga incarnation* The original Brahmafcarka consisted 

of fifty erore (granthasl* It was reduced to five thousand 

(granthas) by Sadarayana • 

a •fjc'cC ZHf cF3r\£l) <pQ*TH °b TcK*d *41 

r^r Y^r-W^ / - xb4d, # p .? 

Jayatlrtha also reiterates this view* 

<^1 U cf'l ^ *T~ J ^ ^ Id / 




3.) 


^ T * J' 1 ^ T; J^nJT^TTTr I 

TJ^fSf JjOT^-v.fqxi T ; || 

>rpW7# jyurvfT^- ? - r ^ Trr ^, 

Madhva# VTN, p.1024. 


3 ^ 7 ? Tffc 
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we have a cognition that "Time is eternal*. the 
oternality of time means its relation to all time < sagy#3cSia ), 
Here time is related to time. in all these instance# one is 
related to oneself. space is related to space. Almignt;? 
is related to Almighty. Time is related to time. In common 
practice a relation is possible only between two different 
things. In the present instances there are no two space#,, 
two Alnsightys and two times and yet we cognise a relation *£ 
space to space# Almighty to Almighty and time to time. Hew 
should these phenomena be explained? They could oa explained 
only by recognising Visfosja in all these entities. A# Vi 
is the oratinldhl of difference it facilitates the judgment 
of difference with reference to the above entities. 

In the same way# though Brahman is the very form of 
Its attributes# i.e.# completely identical with it# attribute# 
still It may be called the Possessor of qualities# Enjoyer 
of qualities# etc. By the operation of Vlafoga # He# who i* 
of the form of qualities# can bo distinguished from qualities. 
This Vl^eqa is not different from Brahman# but identical with 
It. 

faking into consideration usages such as ‘space i# 

re- 

everywhere* # it is shown that the /eognit ion of i# in¬ 

dispensable. But if it is possible to explain these usage# 
without Vlafega # then Vi^esa loses its ground. Therefor# an 
examination of the possibilities of such an explanation is 
necessary to place uaufaqm on a firm ground. 
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orayatirtha has examined a possibility of explaining 
these usages without vi^esa . The possible explanation* The 
statement "space is everywhere" does not mean that space is 
in contact with space* It means space is in contact with 
all corporeal things* Or# it means space is unlimited or 

it has no boundary ( apariechinna )* This explanation, risht 
as it may seem apparently# is not satisfactory tor it doe* 
not explain the sentence completely* Jayatirtha has ah&mn 
the defects in this explanation. The locative case w% t&» 
word Sarvatra means ‘hocus*- ( idhlra ). Therefore the sentence 
mat mean "all are locus to the apace" which in other words 
means "space lies in all things"* aut as the apace does not 
lie in anything or as space is non-lying the above said m*an~ 

ing is not in conformity with the maxim of the HaiySylxes 

\ 

Therefore the meaning of locative case stands unexplained in 

■fck^ > 32 

explanation « 


Another possible attempt at explaining the soutanes 
may be to say that the use of locative in the word Sarvatra 
is figurative or secondary* This too does not hold good for 
an explanation of a word or a sentence as figurative or 


32* 


T^T d c=f } 


vmi p.ioes 


c ?’ ^ r i 2-fnMi i p-r qroi^wn ^t S) ■+> w i^ ifj? >rr^*. | 


srinivasatirtha • Gloss on vwt* p*l026. 
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secondary must toe resorted to only when the primary meaning is 
*» 33 

incompatible ( badhita ) . But in the sentence under con¬ 
sideration there is no such incompatibility whatever to reject 
the primary meaning of the locative case* 

In the second instance* i.e.# puruqafr svatantrah # the 

explanation 8 Almighty is (dependent on ) related to Wlaseelf 1 

entails the acceptance of Vldfe q,a as explained earlier (peg* 

Wo.43) • Her® on® may say that the word svatantra in the 

sentence is secondary or figurative. It just mean* Almighty 

is not dependent on others* It does not mean Almighty io 

dependent on Himself. But Jayatirtha say* that as there le 

• ho badhaka to take the primary meaning# the secondary i»afti«ag 

34 

cannot be resorted to . 

The proposition ’time is eternal* may be interpreted a* 
•time has no destruction*. The proposition doe* not aecesearily 
suggest the relation of time to time as opined by Madhva, -fence 
there is no necessity of Vides,a . Here Jayatirtha say* tha* 
the word nitya is synonym to the word fladatana which mean* 

cT«TTt' { 

3-iT l '0<fr xfT&T r^x-rvjf^xf^-f ftpw i\ 

Mammata. Kavyapraka^a , C.S.S ., Varanasi, 1978, p.14. 

3^. 3*171 CT3T qTH^TTnoSTT^T^f Zfbf 

I VTN*fc, p* 1025. 

Srinivasatirtha Gloss on VTN*k > p.1026. 
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35 _ 

,s b9±ng in all tin®** . Therefore the proposition Kalafy 

that ■~* , * -r **~* ”' 1 ’ Tr 

does rnnan that time exists in ail tin® and n©t/ti®a has no 
destruction as it may be suggested by some. Thu* acoaptaac* 
of Viset p is a must to explain the proposition. (Granting the 
meaning as suggested above the proposition ultimately means 
existence of time in all time and thus acceptance of the v_s*j|* 

< d i »i*s*«i abas ia # 

ultimately becomes inevitable). 

So tar the necessity of accepting the principle of 
Vi&esa has been proved with the help of instance*. w* ha*# 
started this inquiry in connection with accepting viaa^a la 
Brahman. The necessity of accepting vis'a^a in Brahman is baaed 
on the identity between Brahman and It* attribute* and ala* 

• usages suggesting difference between them. 

Here the Advaitins say that there is no attribute la 
Brahman as a matter of fact* Therefore* there is no necessity 
to accept Vi^ega as no question of identity between Brahma* and 

35. s'Rmrjft iffr I H 4Tr* ^ VI >l c^tr^TTi^J'PJ I 

?TPT r^T vo fe) cjTxT^i c^l i(~l^ I 

VT*|t, 102=s. 
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36 

its attributes arises . But this view is against th* spirit 

of the Gratis 37 * The Gratis 3 8 say that knowledge ©£ QreSmtmn 
auspicious 

as full of all/attributes will give liberation* Knowledge 
of illusory attributes cannot bring forth liberation* There¬ 
fore# real attributes must be accepted and hence there is 
every necessity of accepting vis'e^a. 


The Advaitins may avoid recognising vise^a in arahsan 
but in other instances shown above# i*e.# deaab sarvatra * ate. 
they too have not given any alternative explanation and Madhva** 


36* 


I 


^in\=l n'^e-i wify “L 
?TT7r? ) 3T&1 


| M QTFiJTTn I JJUVTfcF 

Tr^rn^i^rr,tf gfj t v VTN £ 


FTFIJ jTnrrrnTj 

p.1025. 


37 


^FriVefX ^n^rffiTTf XTpTs I 

Sankara. Bhasya on Taittiriyopanisad # M.B.D.# 1964# p.359. 

/Tef RTJTW - '/) £ d <^1 3l<r^( cf 'JT<r i r« ( 

Sankara. Bhasya on Visnusahasranama # Vol.I , O.R.I., Mysore# 

^•RTTTvTT * \l?r>roh1 1961# P* 479 * 


c/.^Tjf<j | c wT 

Madhusudana Sarasvati. Advaitaslddhi # Nirnay Sagar# Bombay# 
rRTOj rRlTfX^rjjar^SHi Xm w rn k?t< tr^Tfl hiqpmfi \ P * 71? * 
<rf -Ml M 1 ‘h sfM<H JT> ZTI V.( ^ ^ r+> <r^ 7?^-! I<r| ^I q t 

VTNjb, p.1025, 

3^' ’M d ^Jb'V; ^TfT^T . } 

Rt^TTmT^ f ~^ c g -h) 4 r T I! *>rn"; f 


VTN, p.1024. 
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argumnt to recognise vim&M. th&ro remains uneons. radlc*«d • 
Therefore# th© recognition at Vifcfo%i# is a «ust for *11. fhi» 
fact is brought to light for the first tiras by *tadhva and tost 
is on® o£ the salient features of Hadhva’a system of thought,• 

The above quoted srufci sentence* do no? *xpr#**iy *o*»X 

of Vl^esa# but they imply it. Thar© are also 3 rat 1 **nt *«■»** 

which «Kpx«flWly speaK of Vl^u$a » on® each c«rt«nc« fro** ;;m 

T9 

rMra^onani^ad is quoted by Msd'nva in Ms vi%nut attavAairaaf * . 

This sfrutl says that quality# action# etc*# the attri¬ 
butes of Viqqu are essential forms of Him and therefore# t i*y 
am identical with Hfin sjkI consequently qualities# etc.# ar* 

40 

smtually identical ^ • 

%£ attributes ore not different# why than# do w* n*w« 
usages such as onaadtem brahmunc vMvin that denote a relat&oa* 
©hip between Brahman and Sts attributes'? B*i*tionahip is 
possible only between two different things* as* usually mm 
words in plural nautoftr for denoting attributes and words in 

■ n ^ rt r ^ - n K Lir -, nL - □TTir >aiiii ii hn 1 -ri^arTi»-r-rii i f i ;n 1 f l f ^ l ^t <Wt ^<jr i: ®nwi » rrff i» i»ir > in- i in-WT i< wiT .i "tnr-rT-T ii -— n—t-r-n- 1 « ■■■'■■■—■ na^m 

^‘J^nf^WT, -Hi [ 

wS (jr^h fV »T ?Nr 

^wrnr^rg-i ^ ^ 

^^4 Jbi'-r .fr^ i TWiwrfj i 

T?Jf# p* 1-304 * 

40 * it <^7 

-- Sv*pr* - J>j^.O' f-N'S I 
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singular number for denoting the possessor of attributes, 
this does not hold good if attributes are Identical with it* 
repository. And how can the words denoting the possessor of 
attributes and those denoting attributes be nonaynoaywaus 4 * t 
when there is identity between them* 

The Upaal^ad itself seems to raise these questions and 
42 

answer them in the following manner: Though the attributes 

and their possessor are on© andthe same, their relationship 

may however be explained on the basis of Viafe^a which is a 

43 

certain power of entities • All usages implying difference 
in an object (as the entity and its essential characters) are 
caused by the operation of this power. The Upanlsad prove* 
the existence of such a power lest on© should doubt it. 


41. ^ ___£ , v 

fTxrj t ? mWr'cT^rrsnro- 


oVTp^ / 


-?fT^ - | 


7i ^ jjrr^r 
rni^krzrcr ^r*7r 

vwfr, p.ioho. 


42. The Paramopaaisad does not explicitly state these guestieiMi 
and answers, but the words ** 8hedabhavepi tanalva vyapra- 
haraafea aarvatah ” implies these questlona "and" Svaropeni 
visesosti svarupatvavadeva tu implies Yiiea|* and its 
rol© in answering these questions. "*** 


hi. 


rfTTf =T75PT, .frfRijvy^,. ! 

vrofc p .1010 
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1Xse existence o£ that power is easily demonstrated with 
the help oc a well-known/established usage. w* nave in cur 
vocabulary a word svaruoatva which means a bhav* of svaruaa . 

But in reality there is no such independent entity as svasuoatva . 
If such a bhava la accepted it has to be subsumed under ary 
on® of the* accepted categories. But if cannot be subsumed 
under any one o£ them* t£ svarupatbta , which is in gurja, is 
subsumed in substance it would amount to saying that subsbeace 
exists in guna which is not acceptable. Svaruotva cannot be 
subsumed in gur^a for# as there is svarunafcva in karma sucl a 
subsumption would mean to say that there is guna in karma which 
i© not acceptable* Svaruoafava cannot be subsumed in karma 
for there is Svarupatva in samanva where there is no karma . 
liov it can be subsumed in ©amanva for there ia svaruoatva in 
Visesa where there is no aamanva . It Can neither be submumed 
in Vls'esa nor in non-existence for the same reason 44 . There- 
fore svaruoatva cannot be a dharma Independent of svaruna . 

44. trrirrqr gornrrzz cjrar ; 

<R H^’T'ITrT l r) ^ tyT r* ' *=4'rL F^Ti-oM c^T f ( o *iC \ Jjo> FeT7 : ^n'TV 

\ ^ >rnfT7r_ I FTTHT TJW. I if MT^TTTtr ^ (l iT fj' j 

-prfiiur ^ c-mh mnrTm^L } ^ 

^Ttti PTiVr^Taw; i 

^rinivasatirtha. Gloss on VTNfe , p.1014. _ 

The non-existence of Svaruoatva as a separate bhava Is 
proved by Madhva in his Anuwakhvana 3-2-3.* p.131. 

(Continued on p.S21 
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But w© cannot conclude on this count that tva suffix 
is meaningless# for in that case it would not have be«e used 
by ail scholars as well as laymen. Hence# svarubatn* is 
not an attribute different from svaruoa and yet tva suffix is 
not meaningless* Now we have to find out a reason for this 
peculiarity* According to Jayatirtha# there is a peculiar 
power in svarupa which is responsible for the above *«e» 
peculiarity* That power is called Vlrfeqa 4 5 * This Vl/e^i 
helps to speak of one and the same entity In different ways. 

Without recognising this visesa in svaruga , it is sot 
possible to explain the valid usage of the word a variant m* . 

44 (Continued).---i v, ^ 

<h ^TK^^^TnTTPT ^Tn^rjT^TT | 

-4 -zjpTj ownpr 7T3 t*p i trrrrcTTTr^ 

i R6 oTTr^rirripr jrvr w^wDi cl / 

Tr-mScT^^T^ ?T; |i 

cH *£<r^ s* ^ T^~ <^yr ipp-^t j _ 

rw ’N /X #"*«. ^ ^ ^ 

TTL/^f^s 

p«iSiO 



^-inc I 9^r , ' 

vrurk. 
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This situation could be found in all entities and therefore * 
w© have to recognise visbqa in all entities* 

Now coming to our point# we have to recognise Vises,* 
in Brahman also and this Visfes.a is responsible for the u*a«e 
suggesting difference between Brahman and It* attribute* «*d 
tho usage of non-synonyms* 

46 

Hadhya oites a passage from the Brahmatarka to support hie view * 

The finite Soul and the infinite soul are identical 
according to th© Mvaitins* Substance and attribute* are 
different from each other according to the %aya-vaisf*%lka** 
They arc different-cum-identieal to some others* Here at..#** 
a very important question regarding the position of identity# 
difference and diffexrence-cum-identity that are held to be 
between two things by the respective school** I* identity 
different from Brahman or is it identical with It? I* differ¬ 
ence different from substance and attribute or ia it 
identical with them? is difference-eum-identity different 
from substance and attribute or is it identical with them? 

■ » ! " ■ ' " ■ "" ■ »■ II ■■ m " I. . .* mm. I. . 

46* ViT ! r*nrt~t h'tl i ott^St -cr z^Trer-r 

JTUTT i 3oV> pi^V-iiTT cp vr? nP35y\ J 

PXT? vr I ' rlT5TTT?TT?rpP^n i 

o Y) 4"^ nT finT^TDT ^T: I tsH ijrtns'PT T\ 

("e-l «•) I (6 W 1 rlT ^ ^ SXc^ 9^t*5 ^ 

vm # p.iou. 
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If the first alternative is preferred In all the three questions 

the result will be the fallacy of infinite regma* because the 

same question will have to be asked regarding the position of 

this difference* Is difference different Irons identity* in 

the first school* from difference* is the second school* and 

from differance-cum-identity* in the third school? Tf the 
■fcl- 4 ' 

answer is in^affirmative the same question will have to toe asked 
regarding that difference* Such an inquiry is necessary because 
the very role the difference plays in acquiring a knowledge 
necessitates it* It may foe explained in the following way* 

For the rise of a vi^if^taprat it i such as * identity ' and the 
Infinite are different there must toe difference between identity 
and the Infinite* Mere presence of difference is not sufficient 
font it should bo known or apprehended. The knowledge of differ¬ 
ence aa merely •difference* without its being related to any¬ 
thing (not in relation to anything) cannot give rise to a 
vi^istapratiti* If a knowledge of difference as unrelated to 
anything can give rise to a vi^iqtapratIti then an apprehension 
of a staff in the form of substance (i*e«* the apprehension 
of a staff as ’substance*3 should as well give rise to a knowledge 
of ‘possessor of staff** But this is not the fact* therefore* 
difference apprehended in relation to something* say 'identity* 
can give rise to a vl sflffi;aprafcXtl * When difference is to toe 

understood as related to ’identity* the knowledge of difference 
between identity and difference is necessary and this knowledge 
is a vi&isjtapraclti one© again (i*e«* identity and difference 
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are different). The same above said logic applies to this 
vi^iqtapratlti also* Hence# the fallacy of reyrvosua 

ytmnwpmwsM ■-mu ii >n%#ii 14c <cm mmm wnsw — ■ * " ** 

ad infinitum . To explain in other words# one of the function* 
of difference Is to give rise to visfl^tapratit 1 . The differ¬ 

ence apprehended and apprehended as related to concerned objects 
only can do this function. The apprehension of difference in 
relation to an object involves the knowledge of difference 
between •difference* and the object* Thus every knowledge of 
difference involves the knowledge of another difference and 
that is the fallacy of infinite regress. There la no solution 
to this fallacy so long a© the view of difference or differ- 
ence-cura-identity between ‘identity* and the infinite# substance 
and attribute is adhered to. Therefore# this view must be 
abandoned and the Identity of 'identity and the Infinite * 4 of 
the 'substance and attribute* must be accepted (os Hadnva does). 
But mere identity gives rise to certain other pertinent ques¬ 
tions which have been mentioned many times in previous pages* 

In order to answer those questions and overcome those problems 

* 

Vijfesja must be accepted. Various usages that indicate or 
pre-suppase difference when the difference is not real -art made 
possible by the operation of this Vitfe^a # the pratinldhi e£ 
difference and the differentiating agent. 

Thus# the inevitability of accepting Vlsfaqa is established* 
Here is a pertinent point to inquire. What is toe relation¬ 
ship between Vlseqa and the V iseqin # i.o.# the infinite or 
the substance in which Vis'e^a lies. is vise$a different from 
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the Visfesln or identical? if different# the question arises 
about the relationship between visfeg.a and difference and 
the Vidfesln and difference* X£ Videtqp and difference are 
different# the same question# i*e*# what is the relationship 
between difference and difference repeats* Hones# there 
results the fallacy of infinite regress. Therefore# difference 
between Visfes.a and the Vides 9 Xn cannot be accepted 47 . tf viafesya. 
and the Vide^ln are identical then both Visfe%a and the (fisfo^ia 
would lose their identity* Practically either viafesa exists 

# * 48 

or the ViaesJLn exists, Hot botn , in reply to this question 
Jayatirtha sayss Though Vlseqa and the ViJesji n are Identical 
Ci*e,# Visfeqa is the essential nature of the visfe sin) they still 
retain their identity by the operation of viafce.a which list in 
the vi^eejn • Tee opponent understands by this reply that a 
second Vl&es.a is necessary to safeguard the identity o£ Visits* 
and the Vi^e^in and naturally a tnird vitfe^a -would become meessssry 

.. . P » || » ni l . . . mm 

to safeguard the identity of second viseqa and fch# VI&3I.B and 
thus an endless series of viiesa would become necessary fci 
safeguard the identity of all accepted Vl^e^as , This is th* 
fallacy of endlessness. The Drab-mat arka dismisses ini* objection 


47, <ffg fi RrrrwT 


O -v r~* V. 

i^nmnrr 


(-' ~v r'. 

>0f 


\ 


i jff ii \ 


VTht* p. 1-329. 

^ fw) H < R 31 f^t wqiTrqryfer. I 

-* * Ibid . * p.1020, 

hi' n*M>^d'Tf-n fcifl, ^rr^rqxf^r?^ »rT* / 


Ibid.# p.1020* 
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implying that there As no need for accepting a series of Vjjb fa$a* . 
'The first Vides.a itself which has to be accepted as shown above 
is capable of safeguarding the identity of Itself and the 
Vlseejin . First Vi^es.a itself serves the need of retaining! its 
identity* Therefore* there is no question of second Vl*fei%a 
coming to help the first one to retain its Identity. Therefore* 
there is no fallacy of endlessness* This character oc serving 
its needs by Itself is known as * svaniyvahakatve * * In other 
words* Visfes^a ia sui generis . This may bs explained iaore 
clearly in the following way* V ldeqa is a power C ijotency) of 
objects. And it is a fundamental or essential nature of 
objects. Therefore it is not different from objects. The 
function of this vijfes.a is to act aa the tratinidhi of differ- 
ence. This means it should account for some function at 
difference. The usage showing difference where actually there 
is no difference and the usage of non-synonym* in respect mS 
the sane thing are explained by yie'esja . * yirfe^a of an object* 
say a book or ‘the book and Vlees/t * too are usages denofcia* 
difference between tho book and Vl^eaja . Therefore* the same 
Vi^esa wnich explains other usages showing difference is 
capable enough to explain the usage showing difference between 
itself and the object. 
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tnes?© ara two view* An Indian philosophy ebon* the 
nature erf "dlffiegenea* * *rn© first view A* that It As th* 
attribute oi: Ate mtbsfcrattp ( dimed ?* Th© second A* that it 
As ttta essential nature of th© substratum* The first via© 

As represented chiefly by th® rty5ya*»valtfsqlke sofeool an* «mm 3 
the Vtediata school© by the 8a$*am*ja school. «*dhva rejeete 
th© first view discovering ©any *aore fallacies 2, io it* la 
addition to th® fallacies ohavm by ^riharse* Citsukh* aa® ether*. 
Madhva accepts the aecofKl view that difference ie the eseeekiel 
nature o£ things# ft© doubt CiteuKb* and other* have criti¬ 
cised this view also* But ftadhv* has tried to ineet theee 


objections and establish the category e£ difference firwly. 


weawf 


i Mu f ek w* 


It 


^ ,T^a^; n?7^ ^ "- 1 * 

H ^3 s 3r^HTT -T H ^To\< 3-irF+Wf 02: ^£w5ifl 


c \ ii 


r\ _/3 _ £. o 0- . -r-, M157 a Wdri I cA r^'j-ToZj 

jjTl <J7frr-cii.iT c^T/lt I "' anl Mo0/ ' 

■g;o7 0151 2^00 *f5rrS 1 

W:* P'J+ZZ 

t£ th© svartha 1® not itself th© diff areas©, the general 
difforer.ee of m amity item all other* would not he 
grasosd when it As grasped# If such general differeae* 

As not *pps®h©nS*d# it must, b® possible to deefet Whether 
on©*a sell ie not a Jar# »» ©a* entertains *»*>h *••**»*• 
doubt* having apprehended such general difference free 
all els©* one com* to doubt whether it is net the eeee ** 
some particular entity rfiieh is UK® it* 

« s.S. Ro^hwScair CTr*) arlaned. VAinutotiyani£gi^a> 
8ana&riafto* Aebraias# Mangalore* A^i# pp.2$«3Q* 
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Vl^ega is the main factor on the basis of which ttadbva 
answers all objections against the view that difference 1* 
the essential nature ofi its dharml * It is proposed to show 
in the following few pages how Videos disarms the objections 
against the said view and successfully establishes it on firm 
foundations and thus justifies the stand of pluralism and 
realism. 

Criticising dharmisvarupabliedavada in his tat tvacura^Ipjki . 
Cifc3ukha says the Knowledge of difference presupposes the 

knowledge of its counter-entity* The knowledge of any dhsmi 

\ 

like pot# cloth# etc*# does not require any other knowledge* 

If difference is the essential nature of it* dharad , it should 

also not require the knowledge of orativogi for it* cognition* 

But it does* Therefore# difference is not the essential 

-2 

nature of its dharml • If difference is the nature of dharsd * 

it cannot be marked or determined by anything outside of Xx 

because the dharml is not determined by airy other thing. »ut 

difference is determined by nrativoai * Hence# difference 

-3 

cannot be the nature of its dharml . 


2* ^-frrr^rH'\7L. <r\ ! 

Citsukfra* Tattvapradlpika* * # TUkarasa Jav2ji> Nirnay Segar# 
Bombay# 1915# p*166. 

. \ r\ .... \ 

3* c aT?T s 7 ^fTVV rtf ■J-n'ji fTf rf\.^ ^ -rT; ) 

Ibid.# p.l*T. 


Rarest Archiver 




Tnese objections would certainly hold good if the 
Dvaifca school also accepted absolute identity between differ¬ 
ence and its substratum* But it does not do so. It pro¬ 
pounds savi^b^itheda or what may be called ‘qualified identity*, 
‘Shis concept is intended to explain the internal distinction 

in things where the aspect of difference has to be comprs- 

4 

bonded in relation to a oratlvooin . 

Discussing this point# the Nyayasudha says* The sens 
cognition does not assume two roles# l*e* of being sapei^a 
and nirapeKqa * Th© cognition of an object as ‘difference* 
requires the Knowledge of the counter-entity while the cogni¬ 
tion of the same object as cloth does not require it. This 

diversity of cognition in regard to the same object is due 

# 5 

to Visese • 

The second objection that if difference is the nature 
of its dharmi it cannot bo marked or determined by anything 
outside of it also stands refuted in the same way as the first# 
for# the aspect of difference can be determined C niruyya ) by 
the pratlvocii in spite of the former being the nafcur* of 
dharwi itself# by the operation of Vidfesja. 


4* 


2-w^r^ rfTZ Fnwr^w dnrffiFT&r 


*T -vf^TcJ UM ) r ; } 

vnrfc * ph.462. 


5 ‘ CT ^FT^TSf ZTfrpT: 


■*—V 

Tru^Tfci 2cW -t ^7>L '} 

r^4^V-rV7^r-T-^ ( 


ff £rsj x&ffir&iTzfP ^nfuTT^ifrcTF 


^ H^r) Hi NM iMW'-rT; | 


Hvavaaudha # pp *181—332 ♦ 
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Another important objection against difference has also 
been shown to be invalid by Jayatirtha in bis coa*a®nt»ry on 
Visnut attvavlnirtiaya . The objection is: If difference Jte 

the essential nature of the dharmi , for exar^le, if diffaosnes 
from pot which exists in cloth is the essential form of cloth, 
it means there axe no two entities as cloth and difference but 
there is only one entity denoted by two words • A* a raauftt 

of this, the terras 'cloth* and 'difference* will have to be 
considered as synonymous®. 

Jay©tirtha anticipates this objection and replies fcnat 

this objection stands disproved in the light of visesyu 

is such an intrinsic power of things by virtue of which both 

the doth and its difference have a meaningful co-»exi#t«nesB, 

in spite of their being identical and therefore, the words 

1 

remain non^synonymous • 

Q . 5T7* qTJd qq cqfTTrf 5T VT? ^T$T Sfl CRHT? 

<rf q? 3Tr? <=P t|-Hi m ' 1=^■* 3-VI o il H ! 

vnrh p.4$f. 

7. 9r?rm7TW^ erz ->fRrr. fr^trsn ?R7^tan7TTr^ j vtVcTtrti - 
j-ttt wnY4i )<a iV ^("nrWTri I r^reron pznr-i ?r 
^fmWrTr I Tsfijj bf&T t <*( r tTHVrf _ I 

Ibid ,, p.43*. 
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It may be reminded her© again that only absolute identity 
could logically mean the existence of on© of the two thing* in 
question* But cloth and difference are identical together 
with Vlae^a . This Vise^a # as it is the pratinidhl of diSEar- 
©nce# performs a few functions of difference 9 witnout endanger¬ 
ing the unity of cloth and difference. A© difference betamen 
•difference* and its substratum is impossible on account of 
fallacies of infinite regress# etc*# identity of the two oust 
be accepted* But at the s&m time# usage of dual number such 
as ghatabhedau# of genitive such as patasya bh&dah* *te«# are 
also valid* Therefore# vi^es.a must be there to account £x»r 
such usages where identity is an indispensable fact* u y this 

Vise^a # both cloth and difference retain their existence «*v£ 
consequently their ncn-synonyroouanoss also remains* 4a the 
existence of such a power in tilings and it* recognition nee 
been shown to be indispensable# there should be no difficulty 
in appreciating the view of the Dvaita school so far a* tYm 
dharmisvaruoabhedavada is concerned* hr* B.N*K« Sbarma h*e 
pointed out that "if the solution of difference as 
savis'eajibhinna (colourfully identical) with the substratum# 
does not comtuend itself to the Advaitins who came after Madhya 
it is not because of any furtnar difficulty in fcha conception 
of difference viewed in the light of virfea.as # but becauaa of 

Usage of nou-»synonyinous words# usage of ganitlv* 

case# ©to* 
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a deep-rooted metaishysical bias of the unreality of dl££«c~ 

Q 

ence and in the nirveefegatva of reality* * 

Some unknown author has raised many objactions against 
the conception of difference as the essential nature of its 
substratum# Many of them had been put up by his predecessors 
and some of them are new. i<Ml Tirsmalacarya# a follower of 

the Dvalta school has taken notice of them in his gloss called 

* 

Kadika on Bhedolfivana of Vyasatirtha and has answered all 
of them* An account of both the criticism and the reply will 
show how Vlafe^a plays its role in the defence of difference. 

If difference is the essential nature of its substaratu* 
the predication ( nrakaratva ) of difference in the knowledsge# 

10 

say# ‘cloth is different’ 1 ( bhlnnafr patyah ) would be untenable * 
There would be no difference between two knowledges 

* 

where pot is the abject in one and difference in another# for 
pot and difference# the objects o£ the two knowledges in 
question ate one and the same 11 . The distinction in ths 
nature of causal complements that give rise to the knowledge 
of difference and the knowledge of substratum would be u»- 

_ 9. Philosophy of mdhvacarya# p.64. 

10 # r**' r rs . 

r^^rrw ’pfcnTn < p^fTTRrjuTf^T‘ I 

Kadfi Tiramalacarya. Gloss on Bhedoj llvana # fenant skriahsl- 
clrya Cincoly# 1825 (saka)# p.48. 

li* c cu '<r'ST j\-t=r 'tTTiJl & / prcruvrorn o^itp_ i 

Ib^d., ?.46. 
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12 

tenable • it is within coranon experience th«t when these 

is knowledge ©£ a pot there arises a doubt# sometimes# ebeut 

it© being different from son® other thing. stmt would be 

inexplicable if bheda and its dharmjt were identical# for# 

then# there would be no aspect which is not Known when the 

13 

pot has bean Known • Difference pre-supposea a nratiyoei . 

But if it is identical with the substratum this pr«~»uppo*i*- 

tion of orativoal would toe untenable as the dharmi does net 

14 

presuppose anything • Colour end other attributes aftoald 

also toe tha essential nature of the substratum if difference 
15 

is so . As identity also# like differenca# is the essential 
nature of the substratum# tooth difference and identity would 
have to toecorao identical { fcadabhirmafehlmiasya tadabninn«tya~ 
niyamit)• Consequently# there can be no difference oetwwtn 
the knowledge of *difference* and 5 identity* and «* * result 



| S'. ^CTT^TtV crWi^TKf I Ibid , , p.48. 
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’©£ this, the two words, * difference* and ‘identity*, will have 
to become synonymous 16 . 

Answers to the above objections ; 

Ka^i Tiraroalacarya says that these and similar objec¬ 
tions are fully met with the help of vi^e%.« accepted as the 
pgatinidial of difference in such cases 17 . The K&tfikS §!««* 
says* ‘’Difference is hoth. the essential form of substratum 
and an attribute of it. Though difference is .identical with 
substratum. It can still be an attribute of it, thanks t« 
the principle of VA^a^a which Is In the substratum * Ttmt 
Vld'e^a is such a wonderful power that it can disclose the 
essential form of an entity as its attribute need no m»vm be 
emphasised. 

as difference can act as an attribute of mh »tratuw 
on account of Viffeqa , it can figure as a predicate ( sir-akat * ) 
in the knowledge * cloth is different*. Difference between 
two knowledges of pot and ’difference*, in which ©n« ©f thee 


^Toj vn-p ^ fwzvij < i 

y <4) r '^n ^ ft -i i M t-( ^ )^zf 1 riTTV^- cp^-rr^rq^) 


i?. TTtt 

12 


tpt§ ra^rerr3j'^' _< T7r^7uL.» 


Ibid., p.48. 
Ibid., p.49. 


; TT^jfnp' 3^vr$sfc/ ■x^K/rfc 

^it^F ^ir -^-yf°>(Tzji77^ i 


Ibid., p.49. 
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is sapektp while the other la niragekqa * la also maintainable 
through Vi;%^a i a . 

Here* a very important ana pertinent question arises. 
Vl^eqa * it is said* is the cause for the difference in twt 
perceptions of gha^a and hheda . while accounting for the 
difference in two cognitions* does it do so cognised or ui*~ 
cognised? To put this in other words* Is viafega m object in 
the perception of ghat;a and bheda or not? If it is not mu 
object in the perception and still causes the difference M 
the experiences it weans that objects are not the cause or 
do not play any part in bringing about the distinctive ex¬ 
perience and this would lead for an idealism which would be 
disastrous to a realistic thought* The other alternative la 

against the experience for the fact of vijfea.a being an object 

20 

in the perception is not experienced by anybody * 

The Kaefika gloss answers this question in the following 
manner* vnfe-ja is not an object in tooth the cognitions. Mar 
does it bring about difference in two cognitions without being 

3J7f r>i yVjf S^T I 

<£U i-r^rjfrtT "mr^rr^r i ibid ., p e 4s 

^ ^ o? tT C (^/ -i rT~d ^r^Trl <rf M'T^7' 

Q tf m 'vs^hh^^ 5?rr| r :i H^rr^r 

fgg^ -pUg, 
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aa object* In the knowledge of ghata , ghatatva is prakara and 

In the knowledge of bheda , bhedatva Is prakara . The two 

knowledges la question are different on account o£ different 

prakaras . Though ghafca and bheda are Identical* the differ* 

©nee In the rnrakaras o£ two knowledges is caused by Vlafaaipt 

21 

while itself remains in the background . 

The objection that the doubt about the pot feeing 

different from other thing© would be untenable if pot and 

•difference* are identical does not hold good in the llgtrc of 

Vl^e^a. Though they are identical, the pot la unknown a* 

♦difference* thanks to the operation of Virfa^a , and therefore 

22 

the said doubt about pot is valid * In other words, the 
argument of the uhtenahility of such a doubt can be advanced 
if pot and •difference* are considered as absolutely identical* 
But they are considered as savisfoqabhinna . 

The fact of the perception of difference presupposing 
the perception of prativoai while the perception of the *mb» 
stratum is able to do without it is also ascribed to Vilena* 


d c=i ^t cj -i\ q 1 cb i -J «h > A (i ^c) i>^1 y{__ ) 

Vw t-rj, fprjTW^r f T s)-f V>-trrferj <?jwf ■> <t^7L if 

Ibid., p.4£ . 

<23.. ^ ^A<L VfrfTT^T vJ"3 H A (f? eJ,M M CfJTT^fT}^' < cTZTT7J 

THTfCrh «nu ^ - T '- 1 ~ rr _j^ Tm _ v \ n.v c, 

< ' r^VdtrTcf U d M VTTT^T^ 7>T7TT=; 

r^t——n—rrA—r- \ 


q-L( ^ . j 


T 


Ibid., p.49, 
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t&is is explained at the beginning of this chapter (p*6i), 

An objection ha® been raised against this. Then* is a valid 
Judgment that pot does not presuppose a prativoal <gh*tP 3& 
sapratlyoglltafr) . This will be invalid if prat ivooi- tara*. 

supposing difference is identical with pot - for, pot al«c 

should bo oratlvogi- presuopoalao in that case. Fha 

gloss replies that saorativoalka difference is not absolutely 

Identical with pot# Sut it is identical together with V-Weija . 

As this Vi^e%a can accommodate internal distinction without 

destroying the unity# pot need not become a gaprativogjlca 

entity in spite of its being identical with saprativoaik* 

difference and the validity of the above mentioned, usags 
23 

remains Intact • 

Criticism of Madhusudana sarasvatl ? 

According to the Dvaifca school difference is mutual 

24 

negation and identical with its substratum • l5il» Dvaitta view 

■ m***mm mmm*mm *c)mm**+**m ■ '» w*a+m+*m *n i rm w mm ws . .. wimmmm m mm** tew 

23 * vrgrT^r ?ryi7frTi fo i «*' 5TtV rim^TiTTTI 

*T <M yr^'xrnTT^ fl 77 :TnrnVrp - 

c=nr$ Trf Tu~ 1 rJ'SH^r p stV <=* <^14" 0 trqrTTp Y^f'^ t« 7T7L t 

S-T°>VV afT^FP^i'^TfiS ?^T '^T^rtT;/ - Ibid ., p. 49 . 

«rl f c ^\rj ( H’H ^T7) <5T^cj,in^^7 cnrrrjt- 

^ 1 r T ftojt 4 IVj,w ^ .rTTTr / 3^CT^T7TTix^ XT^ ! 

Jayatirtha# Upadhilchandanatika, VidyamanyatIrtha, 1969, 

^ A pp,364-365. 

^r2 TV I 

VTN., p.461. 
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of difference obviously means that bhavatva and afehavatv reside 
in the same entity* Hadhusudana criticises this view in ids 
Advaltaslddhi * Me aays that bhavatva and abteavatva cannot co¬ 
exist as they are mutually contradictory. Their Mutual con¬ 
tradiction may be found in the fact that they subsist in 
different substrate like a 'pot and its absence. The pot te 
never a substratum of abhavatva while its absence is never * 
substratum of bhavatva . How then can tec Dvarta position which 

makes both bhavatva and abhavatva reside in the same substratum 
25 

be acceptable? 

This objection can be answered with the help of virfaqa 
by pointing out that the identity of substrate is not absolute 
or unqualified* It is qualified* Identity is accompanied 
with Vlafeg-a * VA^esja is conceived as such a factor competent 
enough to resolve such contradictions• There is* therefore, 

no difficulty in holding that anvonvabhava is the essential 
nature of the dharral * 

This may bo elaborated furthers Madhusudana Sarasvetl»s 
objection will hold good in case of absolute identity of 

L,'H erf >|T^n XT c) h?t ■d-’-W RP~7R ofTr^tl rW >lT^Tc7J ^ if cj\ ST^A>', cT~ 

^n^mr^i WZ:\ 3-fF^rr^n ur% % ( F( ^^pj. 

Cin$ iT^^r ^zrrfTl ^ rni Y^ttjtu 

m?T ^ i^Tvi <^uT77^ jfq- 

(-? <3 1 ;>n'f > l. i 


- Advaltsgiddhi. 793-794* 
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*difference* and its substratum* The Dvaita school is tnlly 
re of such a contingency. They have .discovered Vlrfsqi 
as a wonderful power which can resolve problems like the sue 
posed by Madhusudana sarasvafci here. It is related out X» 

the first chapter that vides.a precludes the non»exist«pi«e ®f 
one of the two entities* because of this power of vM«%| 
both difference and its substratum are reals. Because el 
the reality of both of them and their qualified identity# the 
substratum of bhavafcva and ahbavatva need not be same. 
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'I’ft© V&isfesika school of philosophy postulate* *«ve* 
categories of knowledge,, vias.# Draws or Substance# oug» or 
Duality# Karma or Action# samanva or Generality# viVe^a or 

-* — i 

Particularity# samavava or Inherence and Abhava or Negation, 
of these categories Samavaya or Inherence is criticised by 
the author of the Vedanta sufcras and following hie hi* cx»~ 
aentators such as Sankara# Ramanuja and Mediwa have critical*** 
saroaviva elaborately* Madhva and his follower* neve argued 
that Videqa of the Dvaita school will be necessary even toe 
Vai^ssikas even after accepting saaavaya end -in the light *£ 
this indispensable Virfa^a aamavava can be dispensed with. 
Therefore# it is necessary# in this thesis# to give an mommt 
of tho criticism of sam&vaya and examine the role of virfeste 
in the light of that criticism* 


‘ 41^!M?If ri \ ^~oT\~3\OJ <$73? %TV[ riK4iqiofi 

■q c { m\7rf rra f• %'rrurn ) i • l • ^ 

Kanada. Vajse^ikasutras , G.O.S., Baroda, 1971 ^p f 284.. 

<rVjsj^^rv^/^FTT)* h <4 ^oTi t | 

I 5W?CP'-vfq?^ I ^UOTIVffhl SRpJi>flcU-T) 

\ o \ \\ _ 

Vt'f &T&T'-) ( 3 11 V r ! f\ ■ ^ I i 


Bhimacarya. Nyayakosa . Nirnay Sagar# Bombay 1893, p«.427 

Badarayana. Vedantasutras . 


( \ 

prq ^rmis.iTi^Tr 1 ; 
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Before giving the account of the critic!aw of &mmvmr* 
it is necessary to (jive toe vaiefes^ttoa arguments on the ossis 
of which they accept aamavava . 


Val^esika arguments for saroavaya 

mmmmmmmmrnem& t tmm*** mm — tn umv&mmamtibzmfrm <w w eaw waa* * 


One of the Vai^esika sltras o£ Xanadu gives a very 

<% 

brief argument for aaraavava . it ©ays: "That is samsveva by 
which the cognition ‘this in this* which involves a cause and 
an effect as its objects# arises** 


The commentary on the vaisbaika autras by Praafesiapsd# 
known as Pra^astapada bhaqya and a commentary on his bhs^ya by 
Vyomaefivaelrya give elaborate arguments for satnavaya . 


Prasastapada saycs There are cognitions such as *Cutd 
in this pot** "These cognitions are possible because of a 
relation between pot and curd# etc* This relation is <HM»yo<ta . 
Similarly# there are cognitions such as *Cloth in toss* threads’# 
•Mat in this grass* and so on* These cognitions ale© are 
possible only if there is a relation between the two object* 
of cognition 4 * This relation cannot be saftygxaa * for gajtroaa 


3. ft Xia ' 71 ^iF|71^ o 


7 Z. (o 

Kanada. Val^csJLka Sutras # p*302* 

4 * ^ ^9' §£} p rcjjSM Ti^HV\[H 777 i ^ cWh 


3 n?: 


i» 


77 1 7 7 ’ V?>>p»^ 


' ^ 7T/\o1 JhTr^ ff 1 '-fp \?\c3£&! ^ df ^ 77 >'T77 7,/ 


'MTPTiGri 777 i 


Prasastapada# n.p* bhasya # G,o*s, 1971# p.274* 
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is Sound between two things which can b© separated, whereas 

the relation under our consideration is found between two in** 

s 

separable® . Therefore, this relation is different fro* 
aafo/oga , 

& 

This argument can be put in the for* of a syllogism * 

Minor term - The cognition such as * cloth in these threads* 

Major term «* is on account of a relation 

Middle term - Because it is an uncontradxcted cognition in 

the form of 'this in this*• 

instance ** like the cognition ‘curd in this pot** 


The relation proved by this syllogism is not sa&waea 
for tne reason already shown. Therefore, it is somavlya . 

The Kyayalliavati of vallabhlearya proves sa**vay« 

7 

by the following syllogism : 


S. <fT -41^ I v-l B*fzT7nT\yin iff aTETTR Ibid ., P.274. 

6 - ’ 1[f‘ rioR (o t|? *' ^ Ql 'Z^Sfc) ' 2^ J( (Q ffWcci ' -^TY\ i ( 7\ * 

p^lXTl* -ft ><s*-'V|T| 27 )T^TgCfC/^j o2M ; f 

Udayanifelrya Kirasjavali, G.o.s., |j|St@ij£®, 1971, p. 18. 

Ml»»i>rw»ii»l ... 

6IfS|T-<cf I <FP£| <? >j7i^^ o>T~T) 

Vallabhacarya, Nyayalilavati , C.S.G., Benares,, 1927, p.710. 
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Minor tern 

Major terra 


The usage or judgment stating that a parti* 
celar thing is qualified by universal* ate* 

necessarily presupposes a relation 


Middle tern 

Instance 


because it is an uncontradicted usage aoou*; 
a qualified object. 

like the usage ’the pot is on the floor** 


Explanation of the syllogism: We have such usages *s 
’this is a brahmin*# ’this is a whit* cloth*# in common 
parlance. Visjqta means possessed. The usage* unde* our 
consideration denote that brahmin Is possessed of brahminh«od 
and cloth is possessed of white colour. Therefor®# the usage 
is called Vidl^avyavah ara. Any Vl^l^t,avy®v®hara presuppese* 
a relation between the two entities involved in auch a wavahSm . 
ffor instance# in the Visi^avyavahara ’pot on the floor* 
contact is the relation between pot and floor. Likewise there 
must be a relation between brahmin and fcrahminhood and between 
cloth and white colour* This relation is samavaya . 

Trie Tatfcvacintihar$i of Gasfge^opadhyaya prove* emwiviv* 

8 

by a different syllogism » 


On 


sjor^Frnvti % 





Gange^padhyaya# Tattvacintamani # Part I# ass# 1668# 
page 652. 
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Minor ten 

Major terra 

Middle term 
Instance 


Rio perception of quality, action and uni- 
versed# 

is possible by ® relation between sene# 
organs and quality# etc. 

Because it is a produced perception» 

kike a perception of ftandin 


Any perception produced by sen®© organs is the result 

of a relation between sense organa and objects. The perception 

of quality# action and universal also must be on account of 

come relation between quality# action and universal on tn* on* 

hand and sense-organs on the other. Ko direct relation is 

9 

possible between tnem as the former do not exist independently 
of their substratum. the relation can be through trw»ir *wb- 
stratum* thus the sense-organ is directly related with t>© 
substratum and the relation between quality# etc. and^their 
substratum is a relation with sens© organ through aofeyoua * etc. 
Such a relation cannot be so&voaa as soiWoga is accepted between 
two substances only. therefore such a relation is safcavihta . 

Well-Known Vais # e%iKas like PrasastapSda# b&ayanSeSrya# 
.'frldharacarya and Vyomasivacarya do not apeak of perceptibility 
of safnavava . Vyoraa^iviearya vocally refutes the perceptibility 
of safeivava and affirms that it can be proved by infer*nc«t 




tQiro £r^m : (3? z? ^ 

UAT^r-i ht sr^rj 


Ibid., p.$sa. 
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"Samayaya can be inferred by the cognition ‘this is 
this*# and it is not perceived by sense-organs"• 

Other Known works on the Nyaya-Vaisfesikn school also 

do not give any argument for the perceptibility of asmavaya . 

fcM- ^ 

aat some exponents of ^yaya-vaistes 4 ika school appear to haws 
proved the perceptibility of aamavlva # as «TayatIrtha ha* 
criticised the arguments for th© perceptibility ©£ saaavSw . 
But the works of these exponents cannot be traced and ws» 
have to take Jayatirtha*© version ( anuvada ) only. 

the perceptibility of aamavava is sought to bs proved 

11 

by a following syllogism * 


Minor term 

Major tom 
Middle term 


Instance 


the cognition of relation between cloth sod 
thread* 

is caused by eyes. 

Because it follows the positive and negative 
assertion of the ay® which is tmt an acci¬ 
dental circumstance* 

Just like the perception of a cloth. 


10. ^ £^LTJ7|5T ' *TTP*ttT: I (rT ; / 

Vyoiaaifivacarya. Padarthasafegrahatika . c.ss. No.394# 
Varanasi* 1931# pp.698-699. 

u. '^fif <=r «vfq?pcif5j i xTr^ ? i ^^ ifr*? a pp - 

o£Tp)^ *FR H *X) (%srr^ | 

^ &yayasudha # p. 3SB. 
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this syllogism# that a relation between cloth .**i 
thread* is cognised is taken for granted# The rise of such 
a cognition is necessarily preceded by the operation o£ the 
eye# just as a perception of cloth is preceded by the opera¬ 
tion of the eye* Therefore# it is concluded that the cogni¬ 
tion in gnestion is caused by the eyes* As the relation 

between cloth and thread is samavava according to the 
» 

taySya-vaidfeqikas* samavava can be said to toe perceived* 

Sto verbal testimony for samavava is shown by known 
exponents of the Syaya-vaisfe^ika school nor is it referred to 
fey critics* samavava is held to toe a relation between sub¬ 
stance on the on® hand and quality# action# universal and 

Vidbqa on the other* St is also the relation between cause 

12 

and effect like threads and cloth • 

A question as to what is the relation between aatnavaya 

and its relate is taken up for consideration by PrarfaatepSds* 

This relation he says# cannot be samvoga . For# soiwoqe 

being a quality subsista only in substance and therefore 

cannot function as a relation between samavava and its relate* 

The relation cannot be samavaya itself os samavava is 

.... . .■—.* — 

12 ’ ^^3jur^Tr^iT(Fii $f\ &jmf ?rpfemTn^TTPii ~ - - - 

(S \^aJ ^rm mtt arr^TTTfft thtt? - - srRvm ^> ; -r ^- { . f 

PratfastapSda* omBhaava . c*o*3*, 1971* pp* 273-274, 
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numerically one* If a second samavava is accepted* it demands 

a third samavaya ae a relation between second sewevay end its 

relate and this results in the fallacy o£ infinite regress* 

There is no other relation* Therefore# Prasfastapada says 

eamavava itself is a relation between itself and its relate* 

This means, he accords svanlrvahaicatva to aamavavs* 3 * Prerfast** 

pada say© that the relate of aaroavaya are mutually different 

and thus he refuted the view of identity between substance 

14 

and its attributes • 

Refutation of samaygya by the Dvaita school a 

h relation becomes necessary when two different things 
are to be linked or when such a link is to be explained, the 
vai^esikas have accepted mutual difference between the cate¬ 
gories of their school* hs a corollary of this# they hay 
accepted saraavava a© a relation between substance on tne mm 
hand and qualities# action# universal and particularity ©■ the 
other* Besides this# part and whole like pot and its twe 

■-^w^•■*** , •** , * , * > *■^ , ■•* - •** , * l ** ,,0 * l, *** a ** ,, * , ****** , *' , * l,ll * ll **•* , ® ,,, “ , * , ^^ 

13# jroTo firn aTfcll'Sf•. ?FPi f f\ Blhi <w£ ) 

\ _ O \ I 

TQ Ojjorrc(|orf I crilSlM Jink'S/' | ) 

^ ,_ ,2 O. <- 

<ri j q] i ^)^T)^^j^iypn&)crff *]T,t- 

c'5T^F5f 'MFf <fiT ^X|; ^qr?n 2 Ti ^ grem |C| s ri( 5?7i j c j r:\ / - 

C Jf-b'Zr't f «PtTTa f? a ii | ^ |^5 |ipi j ^ ^ f?0 c£j (4 * | 

P.P. Bhasva, p.275. 

IrfjQjl^fr.xriJ #11*7179 T|Q1 ^ 

-5$iTzri|VP 

VyomasxvScarya. PadarthasahqrahatIka , CSS No.396, pp.698-699. 
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halves, cause and effect lifts clay and pot also mem Mi so 
he different and aanvavava is held to toe the relation between 
thorn# 

ISi© author of the Vtedantasufcran dismisses this s-musgjya 

m 

saying that it is ridden uith the fallacy ©I infinite regawwr . 
this sutra means; If mutual difference among substance, 
quality* action, universal, particularity and the part and the 
vjhole and cause and effect is the basis for the acceptance ef 
semavava , the same logic extends to the case of somavaya mu I 
its relate» As they are different a second aamayaya has to 
be accepted between first samavava and it® relata* this argu¬ 
ment continues ad infinitum necessitating the acceptance of 

M t A 

endless series of earoavavas • Madhva, in his Ar;uvy,a3chvafta 

17 

also has given the sam© argument * Bringing out the «ms»r- 
lying thoughts of this interpretation, Jayatlrtha refutes the 


i5 ‘ TTTT^TPTi>^biriTir^q-- 3Ffi>n ispfsrt | VzAanU p.-a 13 

it ^n'XT^Tnri?(TdTi 4"'^'UTT-JT^ieT«-fcX~i5nViT^r^-i3 -x/ aj piiA'A r r<fTi<r?i ih 

JTH^^lCf^IonT^,ftR. 1 Madhva . ^ ABMM, -969, 

p.77 


*7 


^=Fi^uirrr^)-^ i ; t 
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\ r r x .O s 

OTRTUT5 rri ^T)7H f (7) la 5 1 a 


\ 


^il -571 S-fFtej^m 
6 ^ 


- Anuvyakhyana , p.77. 
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syllogism advanced by Pra^astapada in favour of saataviya* The 
syllogism as given an page 75 of this chapter i«t ih* cogni¬ 
tion such as * cloth in these threads* is on account of a rela¬ 
tion* because it is an uncontradicfced cognition in tin* form 
of ’this in this* like the cognition ‘curd in this pot*. 

Here Jayatirtha says a one who seeks to prove sa^y'aya 
by this syllogism must accept concomitance between Middle 
term and major terra* that is* uncaofcradicted cognition and 
precedence by a relation. There is an uncontradicted cogni¬ 
tion in the form of * aa?navava in this thread and cloth'. There¬ 
fore a aaraavava relation must be accepted between saaaviva on 
the or® hand and cloth and threads on the other • Out 

Vaiefeaikas do not do so as samavava is numerically one 1 ®. Maw 
in this instance of ' samavlya in this thread and cloth* the 
middle term to present and the major terra is absent. Thus the 
middle term of the syllogism under our consideration smMiw&t 

**. **19 

from the fallacy of anaikantikata • Thu* the ayllogi** 


XB * >TUl?T^ 9=f a , TlTRm 1 f - P.P. Bhasya , p.i74 

1 3 g cr? ; f -yfVfi jQ H % T 1 - 

Jfi C3 ^I^OpV* Ja>|< 5f]2T7T Q |Ff7Trn7T 

: 5Tm EH • ^2| m^h 10l?^i ! 

H^ q2^1 ir ^1 frhti 3mpm 17: f iro ar-i<> xpfv 
^ x _ 

r\<r~A qTimi JTFRiTu^ycT 51 ?3*55Tp-i ^| a ~\ q 5 >yq~H | 

iff fl 1 

^ 3 ' ' - Nyayasudha , p.355. 
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supposed to prove ©amavaya io faulty and nance invalid. 

By accepting a second ©arawaya between the first sswevsys 

on the one hand and cloth and thread on the other, this fallacy 

of anaiteantikata can he overcome, aut such an acceptance leads 

to endless series of ©amavavaa raising the question of relation 

between subsequent ©araavaya area its relate. Therefore this 

20 

solution also does not serve the purpose , 

i 

Here an important point has to foe considered, TNi 
VaAdb^lkae have accepted svaaiguahaKatva to samavSyar , tfiere- 
fore, trie first aamavava itself is capable of explaining ttv» 
cognition » saroavlva in this thread and cloth* * thus the 
syllogism is neither ridden with ♦ analkantikata * nor ie there 
any need for endless series of satnaviya . Thus the refuta¬ 
tion of aadariyana and hi© followers appears to have bo legs 
to stand* 

This point has been noticed and answered by &adhve- sle 
©ayss The idea of investing samavava with the power of 
svanirvahakatva will bo suicidal, It annihilates sawsvav* 

f um mmmM wm » 7 i« iiSJ W «w!ffi—nyi»j> il Kiiu •* *+mw * * .+r u 


20 * oriyTi'xiT^ tj\§ z KFnmx£-21 \ <rTrr cj'^nv.q z 1^57 

h znTfq-^iSl^R i 

# J?e 355 * 

21* See supra FsN.13 on p#S0e 
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root and branch • Jayatlrtha elaborate#: If aamavaya em 
be invested with the power of svanlrvahakatva # substance it¬ 
self can be invested with the same power and the aaauaptio* 
of aamavava can be saved in the bargain. It is thus: Tha 
Va l^egifeas accept mutual difference between substance# quality# 
action# universal# Vi^fesa# sarnavaya and negation* They eckce.pt 
samavava as a relation between substance and qualities and 
so on. $hen the question of relation between samavSye and 
its relate arises they invest aamavava with the power of 
svanirvahakafcva . If avan.irvahak.atva is indispensable at tlhis 
stage# the saraa can be accepted in substance itself after 
accepting identity between substance and quality# etc* tfeUi 
saves the assumption of aamavaya * The reduction of 

RTRT2I £R a'|>TtT7i^ 1 

Madhva. B.S.B ., p .77 

Q r N \ r? 

?1 pcf(ar|^n^T4i5i-^|r{^ fjT,, <r\ (di )(i ? 

Anuvyakhyana , p.77. 

o \ r'rs _p__C •> pr_ ^ cp 'P '■ 

"2 jd Icfl^l ^c\ .rriufn / •Tlfl'Z-R 3 cr /|°l‘77p-' 

^ i? ftrrixi ^\9i fl p -rri cfTijS ft xkj, t A : n - 

jRRTTxT' ) ,7 o7r|x| JciHri FP"^ TRRllU H JOTj*>i fx’R | 

Nyayasudha . p.356 
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assumptions to minimum is considered a merit in tne realm of 
logical thinking® Svanirvahakafcva of substance solves ti« 
problems arising out o£ accepting identity between substance 
and quality etc# Therefore# the acceptance of evanlrvibesatva 
to samavava render© sametvava itself cat unnecessary. Thu* as 
even avanlrvahakatva cannot save samavava the refutation sf 
Sadarayana and his followers stands. 

dayatirfcha has examined the syllogism of KyayaiIlarat X 

(See supra F»M«7 on p«? 5 ). Recording to him this syllogism 

does not stand any test. There are many uncontradictsd 

qualified usage© such ac 9 pot is known* * samavlya is*, etc. 

Sut there is no relation between the things referred to toaraia# 

via.* pot and knowledge or aaiaavava and *being*. In thaao 

instance© w© see the presence of middle term and the absaoea 

of major term. This is a fallacy o£ « analkantlkatl * as ^ha 

Invariable concomitance between probans and probandua stands 

unproved here. Thus as tho syllogism is fallacious it cannot 
** 24 

prove ©amavaya • 

Toe syllogism advanced by <*ang©4opSdhyaya quoted aaora 
on 5.77 1® hot examined by Jayatirtha* Rut a following 

Jfi^]7rp \X\ 2 fiiv\ o?-ia <rt ^ fjj r> i a , 

" ► ' r\ . 1 w n 

<cj ? I ^<hdlTT ) 

HyayasudhS . p.35ft. 
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observation can be made on this syllogism* Tn* syllogism 
stands on the assumption of difference between substance md 
other categories. This difference itself is refuted by 
Jladhva a This will be dealt with in this chapter. when there 
is no relation between substance and its attributes there tannot 
be many relations like saiayoqa * aatfvukt a-aamaviva and so on 2 * 
between the sense organs and the objects. 

The only relation between them is samvoca . Thus m 
the very basis of syllogism is wrong it cannot prove tamaveva . 
Sven if it is proved the problem of infinite regress or 
avanirvahakatva cannot be solved. Gangerfbpftdhyaya has made 
«o attempt in this direction* Samavava cannot be established 
before finding a satisfactory solution to this problem. 

Regarding the syllogism advanced to prove the percepti¬ 
bility of samavava (See supra 11 on p*78)# Jayatlrtha 
dismisses the syllogism saying neither relation between threads 
and cloth nor its cognition is known or established by any 
proof and consequently the base of major term is non-existent. 



*Y r>V_ r^'V— —"NO 

Annamb’natta# Taykasatfoaraha . Kashi Sanskrit Series - l&? $ 
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M j/t&i 

This is known as the fallacy of asravaslddhi * Therefore# 

# 

the syllogism is invalid* Jayatirtha speaks of Sarayisld^hi 
here because the difference between substance and attributes 
is refuted and identity is established by Madhva and himself • 

a 

Refutation of difference between substance and attributes ; 

Before offering any argument for the refutation of 

difference between substance and its attributes# Madhya builds 

a sound base for his arguments. Madhva has given this bass 
27 ** 

very briefly • Jayatirtha has convincingly elaborated it. 

?or our understanding# we have to depend completely upon vtsya- 
tirtha and look at Madiwa's words only at the end. 

samavava is assumed as a relation oetween substance on 

the one hand and Quality# Action# universality and Particularity 

on the other* It is also a relation between the class and an 

individual sad between the part and th® wools and between eternal 

28 — 

substance and visesp * This implies that samavava has in it 

26 * a <3 vTC| 2'Tii^T a rt /t ?rfrr^ \ ) 

Wyavasudha * p.3*0 

27* See infra ?*H« 38* 

28 * 3T3 2OT3 j ,\ j?f^T^fSoipFrinTjcri opSfer") \ . 

(?i cTf^oir ( i ( si: arn^ ?\ 

Vi^vanatbatarkapanefkiana# Muktavali * Balamanoraraa press 
Mylapor®# Madras# 1323# p*130. 
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the attribute of subsisting in substance and other categories. 
(Ibis attribute is called tadqatatva ). 

Wow the question arises "how is this subsistent attri¬ 
bute tadqatatva related with samavaya ?" It is not possible 
that another samavaya relates the two? for, the Vairfes^ikas 
accept only one samavaya . (The case for svanlrvahakatva also 
is dismissed). There is no other category to relate samavaya 

and its attribute tadqatatva . This necessitates the con- 

— — 29 

elusion that tadqatatva is the svarupa of samavaya * 

Likewise there are in samavaya other properties like 

•existence*, abhidheyafcva , knowability, relationship and ao on. 

\ 

If these are different from samavaya a relation which bring* 

these properties together with samavaya will have to be accepted. 

That relation must either be samavaya or sarnyoqa . But it is 
as it is a relation between two substances only, nor samavaya 
neither' samyoqa/ for reasons already explained. The VaiifeiUka 

has, therefore, to concede that these attributes of samavaya 

are the very nature of samavaya itself. This proves the 

29 H737"l 

i~£r ^ i imr^r- 

fq)|T^i"v\M ( V<5r ippr ctrzr wr^TT 

d_ i *ipr 

^frjrfoTJi i 1 

:}) Hyayasudha / p.356. 
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identity o£ samavaya and its attributes^« 

But if it is bare identity it pose# its own profole** 

the words which denote aassavava and its attributes are eom- 

synonymou®. Samavava and its attributes have a state of 

dharma and dharmi . wo hove usages such as samavayesya 

< 3 harmal^« Here the word pamavava is used in the genitive ease 

implying some relation between samavava and its obanas* . 

sometimes while ©aroavava is Known its dhanaas are not known. 

While aamavava is on© its attributes are many. In case of 

bar® identity of aaaavaya and its attributes these peculierl- 

31 

ties cannot be explained • 


Prom tiie above observation it is clear that neither 
difference alone nor identity alone can explain all the facts 
of things* It may be argued that let di££©ren®e~eura-ideetity 
be accepted to be operating between substance and its Attri¬ 
butes* Difference accounts for those facts wnicn pre-suspose 
difference and identity accounts for the fact* which 00 net 
hold good in the ease of difference* This argument n«s been 
observed and refuted toy Jayatirtha* He says3 *difference 

and identity are mutually contradictory and therefore tnej 

easelsweaweewsawee BS*^^ wwsil p eiwwee i eto ey e^«**»»■»*«»*»■ ) » »—.Tern i■>*>> ' * «'»» 1 mvmmmtmw m mmmmm ******n — ' m m n 


30 . 


p I (? 71 wi ^nrpn^m ft^h • I 

3-r^Tl'tn ipUJT^f rPfl 1 


y\ <r-n('>1'^ c*\ n\ 1 ibid ,, p.356. 
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32 

cannot co-exist” « This point has been dealt with in detail 
in the first chapter of this thesis ( supra # p p, io «no H) 

^antarahsita# a Buddhist logician of eighth century 
A.D# has observed that Vaisfes 0 ika3 cannot accept difference 
between categories and their astitva and such other attrl- 
bates • &antaraksAta * s view in this regard is given in 

detail In the seventh chapter of this thesis ( infra # p.206>* 


Uo exponent of the Vaisa^ika school appears to have 

attempted any solution to this problem* Mere Jayatirtha saysi 

"The vaidesika has no alternative tot to accept, the concept ©f 

Videos of the Dvaita school to resolve the riddle. As Viafe^i, 

is the Pratlnidhi of difference and as it vTualifies ld*ntiir.y 

it accounts for judgments and usages of difference without 

34 

harming their identity'* • 


32, 


tRJCRJjZjSTT^fi «2 mi 5TI31 iG 

0iTnsjpgpR ariT.^V'X | 


33e ?tR>Yf ; ^WoYrv\{pT~cr\ fftsrr d 


Ibid., £*.104 
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sanfcarak^ita, Tatvasanqraha # c.o.s.#Jl92£; st*572# p.132. 

on rT^frrmf^ i Ti^n^q ap tma / fS^airsn- 

^(^^TWTrlR^ | irTTf! Oircf^l^rp)^ / 

(R ^^tt 37^ ^ (\y\ v Ct<ST f j^ oTfH "3-f JTjR *4i PT ^PtT 




o 


P' 554 


Rarest Archiver 



91 


Having thus shown to the Vaidesika that he ha* to 
accept perforce epalified identity# i*e*# savisoeabheda c£ 
samavaya and its attributes Jayatirtha proceed* to r*fut« on 
the basis of this acceptance# the difference between substance 
and attributes 4 

< B»e difference between substance and it* attributes i* 
not perceptible* For# they# for instance coin and it* mas*, 
do not obtain separately like cow and tssgr hoc** 35 * «wnn 
fore# the difference has to be proved by inference# Tbt 
syllogism iss Substance and its attribute* ar* absolutely 
different as they are denoted by non-aynonyaou* word* like 
pot and cloth* 

Major tern can be proved if the middle term# i#e># 
denotability by non-synonymous words and the major term# i.a*# 
difference are concomitant* But there is no such conconitance 
because the middle term is found in samavaya and it* attribute* 
while the major term is not there* As there is break if 
concomitance the middle term suffers from the fallacy of 
Analka nt ikata . When the middle term# i*e«# denot ability by 

non-synonyraous words in case of saraavaya and it* attribute** 

N f\ 

35 ^ cniTijuMn' j I 

* 

cFT prni| pttto 7T[I sr^xsaT^ I 

Ibid .# p* 35?» 
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can hold good without difference between thorn it can hold good 

in case of substance and its attributes also and thereto?* 

middle term can be otherwise explained without the help of 

major term* For this reason also the syllogism is felled- 

ous# As the syllogism 1© fallacious it cannot prove the 

difference between substance and its attributes like quelifcy# 

36 

action# etc* 

If there is no difference between substance and its 

attributes how# then# they are denoted by non-synonymeus words? 

slow are the usages like ghatasya rupam whore the genitive case 

implies differsnce between ghat;a and raise valid? These questions 

can be answered with the help of Vl^ie^s as in the css# of ssmavjy* 

37 

and its attributes * 


A© the syllogism meant to prove difference between sub¬ 
stance and attributes is thua invalid the difference between 
them stands refuted* When there is no difference between thee 


36* 


37, 
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there is no need for sasaavaya as it is meant to operate as a 

relation between substance and quality# etc* Madhya has aaid 

# 38' 

ail this very briefly in a sloka • as shown in the foregoing 
pages# Vlseaa is essential even after accepting s awry ay a . thi* 
Indispensable Vj4b%a ©aft explain the judgments of difference 
with reference to substance and attributes and so on and for 
this reason also there is no place for saroavava * 

Madhya anticipates an argument against Viae^e . m« 
argument is? IB the views in favour of Virfaqa and sauwavSya 
are critically and comparatively examined it raay be found that 
there is no compelling reason to decide in favour of vi&oa 
rejecting .aaiwavSva # It is thuss Vaise%ikas> accept difference 
between substance and attributes# the part and the whole# etc*# 
and accept saraavava which accounts for the usages such as 
# attributes in substance 4 (guqiau guqsft) the whole in the parte 
( avayave^u avayavl ) and so on* To avoid the fallacy of 
infinite regress of. samavlva they hold it to be self~«xpl tnatory. 
But the Dvaita school accepts identity of substance end extri- 
feute© and accept© Vi£fe%a to account for the usage of noa* 
synonymous words# etc*# andjxn order to avoid the fallacy s£ 
infinite regress of Vi^eaas it consider* them to be self- 
explanatory * Thus the position of both the Vairfe^lkaa and 
the ovaitins is the same in accepting a principle end attributing 



Anuvyakhyana * p* 77• 
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self-explanatory nature so It. Tnere la no superiority s>f 

one view over the other* Therefore# there is no reesea to 

39 

press for identity and VidTe^a - . 


* 

It the Dvaitins were to argue that aemav5y«s, has mat 
source of authority it applies to Vi^esta also. The Dveitlns 
may say that there is usage of non-synonimouai words with re¬ 
ference to identical objects like cloth and its form and this 
can foe explained only by Vise^a * Hence the usage ©£ won*. 
synoniasous words is a proof in favour of Visesja . Sy way of 
counter argument the Vai^e^ikas may rejoin that the cogni¬ 
tion *fchis in this* proves samavaya . This can he put in the 
form of a syllogisms as described in page 75 of this chapter. 

It is explained already how this syllogism proves sa**avi5va 
according to the Vaisfe^iJta®. If the Dvaltlns ere to say that 
this syllogism is invalid as it suffer®' from the fallacy «£ 
anaikantlkata (see p<02-33 or this chapter) the Vaise^jSta* 
con reply in the same way that oxpressihility by nen-synesymeus 


39. 
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words ( aoarvavaifabdiavacvatva ) which is to establish Virfsqs is 
open to the fallacy of anaiklntikatS. it is thus; There is 

mm mm*mmemmtmamm>rnmm*mmritmmm 

the usage of non^synonyraoua words with reference to pot and 
cloth. Yet pot and cloth are not identical together with 

i 

Visfeqe. Ibis situation of probans (hefcu) being in a place 

■BSP * i " i mmmsc WJ mmmmmmm* 

where there is no prooandum (sadhya) is known as the fallacy 
of an aikant ilcat a . Therefore visfeqa too has no valid source of 

authority. The next argument of the Dvaitin may tee this, the 
absence of authority proving difference between substance and 
attributes is a proof to admit identity between in® two. 3ut 
since hare identity is inadequate it also presupposes y1s<sbs « 

The vaisesika may most this argument saying that as there is 
no authority to support the view of identity between substance 
and attributes VjL^b^a also cannot be admitted. The F vsitAns 
may argue* Substance and attributes cannot be obtained septrstsly 
unlike a cow and a horse. This non-obtainability separately 
itself stands as a proof of identity between them. even this 
is countered by saying that usage of non-synony»»u» terms is 
the proof of difference* X£ it is said by the Dvaitin that, 
samavlya and its attributes are expressed by non-synonymous 
words and still there is no difference between them and thus 
the usage of non*-synonymous words cannot stand as a rsssor 
( beta ) to prove difference. The vaisesika may rejoin fchsfc 
though milk and water are different they are not obtainable 
separately. Therefore* saon-obtainabilifcy separately cannct 
stand ao a reason to prove tho identity between two thing*. 
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It may# therefore# be concluded that if the Vairfeaika view of 
difference is fallacious the Dvaita view of Viafena is equally 
©o and there is ro special reason to accept Viingtk of the bvalte 
school and rejectdifference 4 *^. 


mdftva replies to this objection very briefly aayinf 
that Vaisfe^ika view is ridden with the fallacy of more «•»«{%- 
felon (ftalpanaoraugava 3 • jayatlrtha elaborate# this. The 

exponents of difference and identity are on the saum plane a# 
one accepts a self-sufficient samavava and the other a self- 
sufficient viae^a . True. But the Vai^e^ika®* view is ridden 
with the fallacy of more assumption. 2t Is thus* The 
vai^eqikas recognise six positive categoric© and a negative 


40 . -=r*j fitT t ~$ai ann crr j- n$7n 

H' ^ Fi'H'ar^ajC ^^<-rn$^r f^ry\ i 

A 4n rj^TfQ -k\ dir ^i uf; ctin\d q i \3177 

an^FH ^FitH A I 3]1, C] yffofiyf 7=b 
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category.* They say ail these categories are di££«c«nt from 
each ether# as they are denoted by non-synonymous ter«s. nut 
the attribute * being—iri-lt # ( tadqatatva ) of sanvava-ya eamnet 
he different from it, Though it is not different from »mtmv jya , 
they are derated by non-synonymous words* Here Vlrf«|a has 


to be admitted perforce to account for this peculiarity. This 
has been proved earlier in this chapter. This clearly show* 
the inability of VaidegJijjcas to establish their system of cate¬ 
gories without the concept of vjsfeqa * If Vi^e%s is conceded 
to account for judgments of difference as regards aamavaya 


and its attributes, by the same logic identity between substance 
and its attributes must be accepted and judgments of difference 
in all cases where difference is not vouched by any authority 
must be ©Scribed to Vigfeaa . Or they must recognise difference 
between samaviya and its attributes also as they do between 
substance and its attributes# etc* If it is not possible to 
subsume those attributed of samavava in seven categories they 
should give up the rule of seven categories* When the principle* 
of identity together with Vi&eda can save the assumption «£ fire 
independent categories the non-acceptance of such a principle 
and the assumption of five independent categories is a fallacy 

«m A2 

of mare assumption ( Kalpariaciaurava ) » This fallacy of more 


42. 
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assumption is more telling because the Vaiaesfclka cannot only 
completely avoid the acceptance of Viso^a as proved earlier# 
but cannot even postpone it* 


on the other hand, the Bvaitins approach is unifoam 
throughout because he accepts identity in all such cause and 
explains the usages in terms of difference on the basis of 
Viefcsa and achieves Kal ganalaghava . 


tn the course of their refutation of samaviva and the 
argument for the establishment of Viaseat* both Hadhva and 

*t j mat mmm m m mm tt 

Jayafcirtha have spoken in the stylo of giving the impression 
that the Vai^eaikas accept qualified identity € aavldfeslfataada ) 
of samvma and its attributes* but# in fact the v&i*fo«ftkes 
do not accept the Dvaita concept of Virfe^a anywhere. Thaere* 
fore# the spirit of Madhya and tfayatlrthas* language iai the 
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Vaidfejiika scheme of categories is ridden with serious short¬ 
comings as they can neither subsume aatltva * abhldheytva , etc* 
attributes of saanavava in their seven categories nor accept 
more categories. If they accept the course of admitting more 
categories they will fail into the arms of infinite regress. 
Moreover* they cannot prove saroavlva . thus the entire ¥*i«fe%ikft 

system is a big raess. The only course open to them to come 
out of this mess is to accept the principle of Virfasa as 
established by Madhva* This cannot be done only in the oeee 
of samavava and its attributes as the application of the principle 
cannot be restricted whimsically* Thus the vairfei»ik«a cannot 
prove the difference between substance and attributes* witn the 
help of samavava or any other category accepted by them. 

Visfe^a in all entities ; 

Viifeqa , Madhva says* is in all entities 43 . This is proved 
elaborately by JayatirthS in his tlyayasudha * The categories of 
the vaitfe&ika school have been taken for examination to prove 
this. Therefore* this aspect of vidbsa is being taken up in 
this chapter* 

There are various properties in every entity* For in¬ 
stance* 0 feeing in the part* is a property of the whole* x* the 
same way* * pervasiveness * of certain attributes in their substrate# 
'being in a part of their substrate* ( praderfav^ittitvs ) 1 visible- 
ness* (character of visible thing) in colour and other attribute** 

43a p-*- 
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*non-eternity * # ‘toeing in corporeal entity* (thaae ara 9®rm of 

til© characteristics o£ the Action)# 'eternity*# ^nugatatvy # 

*two»£oldness* (these are Characteristics of aamavava ) are 

properties of different entities* These properties are very 
44 

large in number « 

A fundamental question regarding cha nature of all 

these properties i©j °Are these distinct from their substrata 

or identical with them? In other words# hava they got separata 

existence from their substrate?” If the answer is in th« 

affirmative then the very classification of entities into six 
45 

would be wrong » 

The vaisea.JJcas may hay that these properties era suIwuimw* 
in six categories and therefore there is no danger to the six-fold 

mmrnmmm wnmm > ■ mmm mm m mmm 
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classification of entities . But a critical wceminatior 
shows the hollowness of such a claim. 

Before proving the existence of virfea%a in *11 entitle* 
Jayatirfcha has critically examined the Vairfe^ika view of *?ub« 
suroption. We shall follow this exaralnation* 

All produced < Karyadravyani) substances lie In their 

■i n . nM i om .ij . ni muww w 

parts. Attributes and actions lie in substances. Generality 
lies in substance, attribute and action. visage of vale'e^ik*** 
lies.in atom and other antvadravvaa . Samavaya lie# in the 
whole, attribute, etc. Therefor©, we have to accept that 
•being in the part* ( avayavani^thatva ) is th© property of sub¬ 
stance, * being la substance* is the property of quality and 
action, •being in substance, attribute and action* i« the 
property of generality and *being in th« part* i# the property 
of samavava . All these are called by a general name-property 
of * being in substrate 8 or a&ayanl%thafcvat *. 


This property (a^rayani^thatva) cannot be #ub#u»wsd 
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For purposes of convenience, w© would like to put different 
things under different heads. While doing so, we recognise 
a particular property which will s@rv© a# a cotwston factor 
and all the things that exhibit that property are brcujht 
under a single head. This inclusion mean# an entity 
possessing a common factor of a particular class 1# eli¬ 
gible to bo considered to be belonging to that class. 

For example, there are innumerable number of soul# if 
the world. Caitanya is a cotrumon factor found in all 
souls. When we say an entity subsumes in the class cf 
souls it means there is the Ca.itany* principle in it. 
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any of th© six categories* If it is included in the category of 
substance it cannot occur in attributes and other categories* if 
this is included in attributes or actions# then it cannot exist 
in attributes and onwards* If it is Included in the universal 
it cannot exist in the universal* If it is included in Vilena 
(or Vaif^tiHao) this cannot exist In Vlrfsga as also in attri¬ 
butes# actions and produced substances* This cannot be included 
in samavava * for then it cannot exist in samavava which is 
accepted in all the six categories* * Being in attribute* is 
the essential character ( svarupajj of the respective categories* 
Thus the Inclusion of this property in any of the categories 
results in its losing its essential nature* Besides# this 
a^rayanlt&hafcva does not have the common factor of any of the 
categories and thus the very idea of inclusion is invalid* 


Samavava exists in all the categories from substance to 
Vienna* Mrayanisthatva # therefore# if included in samavira 
can overcome the said defect©* But this is not possible* If 
this ailravanlQthafeva is to be considered as samavava it means 
to say that there is samavava in samavava * for this afraveilt* 
thatva is in samavava too* But as samavava is only one in 

number and not many this amounts to admitting one being in 

' 40 

oneself ( atraasraya) which is not possible • 
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Besides, sva^rayanistthatva means adharidheyatohava . 
Samavava is a relation which governs this adharadhayabhava , 
Qaroavava is the governor and the adharadhevabtiava , the governed. 

I£ we include 3 vlAcayanl^thatva in aamavaya it mean* that the 

49 

governor Itself is the governed which is incongruous . Jhm 
sva&rayanis.thatva cannot be included in any of the six cate-* 

Dmk wmmm 

gories* 

2* tie may now turn to consider the inclusion of Sufeaya- 
nisthatva the character dt attributes like colour* this 

« w wtnu» J t mmm+mmmm 

character cannot be included in any on© of the six categories. 
The essential nature of this character is ‘being in attributes* 

(gunav ffifcitva )* But none among the categories like the sub¬ 

stance etc* has this nature of being in attributes* fherefore 
inclusion An substance ofec* moans that this character is not 
in attribute which in turn means loss of it# essential nature* 

Therefore a^rayani^thatva cannot be included in substance, 

SO 

etc. . 

3, Being in a part of the substratum i avyapyavtrittlt«* ) i* 
a dharraa which lies in attributes like contact etc. This 
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<jharma cannot too included in substance* and other categories* 
far substance and other categories do not exist in guq* . Thu* 

if avyagyav^ittitva which is a dharaa of guqa ia included in 

it <1 

substance etc** ^Qfe odaagaa loses its essential nature . 

In the same way other dnarmas too cannot be included in 
any of the categories for they arc ridden with fallacies. 

52 

some may opt for the inclusion of dharmae in negative 
entities ( afafoava > or one may advance the possibility of such 
an argument• But this is not correct because, *Knowaniliry 
by negative sense* (ni^ecH^buddhivedyatva) is the chief 
characteristic of a negative entity* Negative entity can be 
known by the sense like *no** *not** etc. Sut nlajthatve 
and other dharroaa are not knowabic by the negative sensed 

i 

Therefor©* how at all can these dharmas which have no charac¬ 
teristic of negative entity be subsumed in negat iv*-ent ity- 
Moreover* according to this argument abbavatva and other dfrarwa* 
which are necessarily in negative-entities should be included 
in negative entity. This naans there is negative entity in 

negative entity* But this is not acceptable to the Vai&jtika*. 

— SI - 

Therefore dharma cannot toe included in abhava • 


SI* 

S£- 
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it may be said that *Knowability by negative sense* is 

not the characteristic of negative entity* The absence of the 

characteristic of any one of the six categories# dravyadi - 

qadlak^aqarahifcatva # is the characteristic of negative entity* 

This characteristic fits well to dharasaa * therefore# dharwas 

can be included in non-entity ( afohava ). 3ut this idee is 

completely against the consaonly accepted knowledge of people. 

If on© can explain the thing© according to hie own fancy without 

earing for the accepted horns of th® world many such fancies 

54 

could be worked,out * For instance# one might fancy that 
substance only is the positive category. All the things which 
have no characteristic of substance belong to the negative 
category and so on* Then we can include all the things of tbs 
world in only two classes and thus even secure the merit of 
‘brevity C laghava )* 

vie understand very clearly from the above consideration 
that 'being in it* ( tadqatatva ) and other dharmas cannot be 
included in any accepted category* categories are not sore 
than seven and dharmas cannot be included in these seven* The 
valfe.ikas should say what As the position of dnarenai in tneir 
system. Frankly speaking# there Is no answer to this guestAon 
and thus there is a serious flaw in the Vaisfes.ik* system. 

. |rinn - jiLijnLiij.il.1. iirn-“rtnir i.. it -/i wnw* ■mmw tttt b 1. •-■■ P***m ■— 1nl '■* >■■■■■■■'>■»"»■« ttmmrnm ** mm l fcJ >l •> 
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Madhva has indicated a solution to this problem. 

The diiarmaa like ‘being in the part* ( avayvanl ifcthatva ) 
etc. are the very form or nature of substance. in other vara*, 
•being in the part* and such other dharroas are not different 
from th© substance» but are identical. Likewise, dhansss of 
respective categories are identical with the respective cabe~ 
gories. They have no separate existence* So trse questAen of 
their inclusion does not arise* 

But all is not right with the denial of separate exist** 
ence of dinar mas . There is one important problem yet to toe 
solved. Despite dharma being not different from the substratum 
a situation exist© where there is ho knowledge of dhmrmm while 
there is knowledge of dharmi . This is not just an illusion. 

St is a reality. we do not use the same word to denote dfoarraa 
as well as dharmi * We use non-synoaymous words to denote thee. 
How could there be such diversity when# in reality, dherma and 
oiiarroi are identical? 

We face this problem in connection with any object vrfien 
we try to understand it because every object ha© many dharng©. 
Madhva has an answer to this problem in his concept of Vlrfahj,© * 
This Vi^es.a is responsible for all bhedavyavanara with reference 

'n j Ufcm B o.mru iw'iiii ww 

to any object. only the recognition of this power solve* ell 
our problems and therefore the Vaisfe^Akas ought to recognise 

GC 

this VUles.a in ail entities • 
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^eo-naiyayikas* views of dhacmas .examined » 


The K©o-Nalyayikas have their own views regarding tul# 

problem. According to them# categories are neither six nor 

seven strictly. Besides# disarms is a separate iisdependenh 

ss 

category . Therefore# they have no problem of inclusion* 
as the Vaislb^ikas, The objects and their dharmas are dif£«r*«tt. 
A relationship exists between them and all dealings with re¬ 
ference to the objects and their dharmaa owe their existence 
to this relation. Thus this system has no problem to solve 

§se which Vise^a is to he accepted. Why then should one accept 

. 57 ' 

Visesa y <3ayatirtha answers this question in the fallowing 

ways 


bet the Maiyayikas recognise an independent separate 
category known as ciharma . still they have to consider this 



Dinakara Dlnakaylyam (to be found in KoYikaveli) 
aalamanorataa press# salamanorama series# Wo.i# Heiress 1923# 
^ P j-y ^ r\ . p. 7B-74-75. 
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point» Whether there are existence ( astitva ), 'knowability* 

( jfteyatva ) etc* dharwas in ’existence*, •fcnowability* etc. 

or not? TO say no is against our experience for judgment* 

such as ’existence is existent# knowebls# speakable*, etc, 

clearly shot/ that existence and other dharmas have * exists*©* * 

S3 

and other dharmas in them . 


Moreover the denial of ’knowability' in *existence’ end 
other dhamas results in the fallacy of svakrlyavirodha . 

IS. one does not accept *knowahility* to ©xiatcne* in spite ©£ 
these fallacies why should it be accepted in substance end other 
categories only* These dharmas are accepted in suhatanee end 
other categories only in accordance with experience. if me- 
perience could be disregarded in on© place that could be dene 
in another place also. Therefore# the sraiyayikas should my 
that there are knowability and other dharnuas in astltv* end 
other dharmas . Consequently we shall have two * existences^ # 
two *Hnov/abilities * and so on. on® is substratum and anetaer 
i© attribute* Now the question is whether the attribute 
•existence* is different from th© substratum * existence * or not? 

If it is different# a third *existence* will have to be accepted 
in the second in accordance with the experience* Thus an endless 
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series of ‘existences* has to be accepted which leads to the 
fallacy of infinite regress* Therefore# we must say that the 
attribute *existence* etc* are identical with the substrate 
existence# etc* In spite of their being identical we speSK 
of one existence as substratum ( riharml )* and of another as 
attribute ( dharma )* In the same way we have many usages which 
apparently show them to be different* Her® too the quest Aon 
arises as to how these usages indicative of difference are valid 
when the corresponding thing© are identical* 

Videsa has to be accepted to answer thle question* thus 

aoHAiaiWMMNMMS 

even in case of accepting dharma as a separate category# the 
HaiyayiHas cannot solve the problems of bhedavyavahara without 

fiO 

accepting the principle of visfesa • 

Thus <as shown above) as dinar ma a in dharma {existence* 
etc.) are not different from their substrate# attribute* in 
substance and other categories too are not different £r©» ttielr 
substrate * therefore# it becomes necessary to accept vjHfoaa 
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Ira substance itself. 


Sankara* s refutation of samavaya s 


Sankara repudiates aamavaya o£ the vaitfeitikas in his 

commentary on the Vedanta autra 2.2.13 * Substance *ni 

attributes are identical according to him 63 . He says <U££ir- 

enee is not perceived between substance and attributes as it 

is seen between fire and smoke. He takes three instances 

(13 whit© cloth, (2) Rohigl# a cow and (3) blue lotus. an 

these instances cloth, cow and lotus are substances. Hhmm 

very substances are described as white# ftohini and blue. 

Difference is not at all perceived between them. Therefore 

64 

substance and attributes are identical • The Advaita scfutol 
has to explain how judgments of difference and usage of »<»- 
synonymous terms with reference to substance and attribute* 
occur when they are identical* Mere sfahkara eay«j Different 
forms and states of substance is the cause for using nan- 
synonymous words and other judgments of difference 65 . ^ak»» 
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©{plains his view with the help of an example* The aami 
Devadatta is called by different words in different roles**'. 

Sankara explains the usage o£ non-aynonymou* words in 
another way also* substance has two forms. one is ‘essential 
form* Isyarupa) and the other is ‘external form' ( bahyaruoa ). 
Non-ay nonymoues words denote these external forms. Many son* 
synonymous words denote many external forms. The same Oeve&atta 
is called man# brahmin# learned# generous# boy# youth and father# 
son# grand-son# brother# aon-in-law# etc. 67 

Th© above explanation offered by Sankara is pot satis¬ 
factory* Because the original question as to how an essential 
form which is identical with its substratum can give rise to 
a judgment of difference like qhataava svagapaw and how c«n 

the words denoting a thing end its svarupa be non-syoonyseus 
at 

is not/all answered* Sow® inherent power of substratum inly 
can account for such a peculiarity* It is nothing but wnat 
is called Vljbs/t by the Ova it a school. 

Vacaapati Mijsfra# the author of Bhamati * a commethtscy 
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on Sankara’s bhasya on the Brahroasutrae has used the word 

• mww^immmmmrn *******» tmmmmmmttrnmmmm* mm 

Viagra while explaining the above quoted fahlqya passage of 
Sankara. He says the judgments such as man# brahmin# geeerous 
occur on account of inherent visfes.a (svagataviafes*). what 
does the author of Bhamati mean by the expression Virfa^a »* 
not clear* However# a conjecture may be ventured that 1* 
this expression# he is following Hadhva. 

' h statement of Padmapada in his Pancagadlka lands support 

69 

to this conjecture* ue say® s There are in Brahman# dltaraas 
such as bliss# experience of objects and eternity* thou#! 
these are not different from Brahman they appear as if different. 

acceptance of dharmas in and their identity with Brahman 
cannot be logically justified without Kadhva’s Vl^Mia m argued 
in previous pages* Therefore# it may b© safely said that 
Pad«iapada*s statement'lends support to say that he thought of 
some inherent power in Brahman which is nothing but Vlieqa «£ 
Madhya* 


,1a*® refutation of aatwavava t 
The Ramanuja school also refute® gamavaya . *ut ix 
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holds substance and attributes to be different, it says no 
relation is necessary to bring them together* It is their 
nature to be together* nut this view also is not satis-* 
factory as difference between substance and attributes cannot 
foe proved without accepting yiafeq,a satisfactorily* This 
point will foe dealt with in chapter six. 
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Chapter V 

THE ADVaITA SCHOOL AI4B VX^E$A 
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nvaita school has argued that even the chief 
ft&vaitic tenets like Aikya and attributelessness ( nlggycyatva ) 
of Brahman could not be established without the help of Vl ^syu 
It is necessary to see the cvaita arguments in tnis connec¬ 
tion in order to understand the role of vise^a . U) aixya is 
claifoed to he identical with Brahman. And Brahman with 
which aikya is identical ia* by hypothesis, self-luminous. 
Consequently ftlkya should always remain intuited in so fsr as 
it is identical with the self-luminous srehwan. hut it is 
not. (2) Mkya would apt have to bo taught by * Yattvsiw>ai t 
and other so-called Mahavskyas# for, it is identical with 
self-luminous Brahman and as such should remain always known 
or self-established, A self-established thing cannot be the 
object oS dastraie teaching as it would be an exercise in 
futility 1 . 


Moreover, the self-luminosity is defined as uaknows- 

foility and also the capacity of becoming an object of judgment 

2 

based on perception • It would thus b© eelf-contradictery 
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to hold that AjItga is identical with self-luminous Brennan and 
is still to be made rhe object of sasfcralc teaching 3 . 

%e Advaita school has no solution of it a own to this 
problem. in order to overcome this difficulty it will have 
to accept vi^e^a whether it likes or not. On account of 

amw w 

Vi^e^a , Aikya remains unknown even though it is essential!/ 
identical with the self-luminous Brahman. It is the very 
nature of Visesa to make this subtle distinction in things that 
are identical where exigencies of thought and practical necessi¬ 
ties require it. It is only the acceptance of Viafese or some 
concept equivalent to it that can account for Alky a being -.he 
object of dSstraic teaching while svarupa, of Brahmen or Ktean 
is not so. 

The hp ani^a&lc sentence 'n like ** Sat yam jnityamaeuintafi 
Brahma ", apeak of reality C aatvatva ) etc. attributes of Brahman* 
they are also identical with Brahman* Hero also we find 4ll 
the difficulties pointed out above beside* the difficulty of 
those attributes of Brahman becoming synonyniou* in effect. 

Only Vldb^a which is capable of introducing subtle distinc¬ 
tion within the thing itself can save the situation, therefore 

3- CpJP?T & F'fTfr^&WcK-b ^^d^JjW-jtfc^rrq~ J 
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even the Advait .ins will have to accept this Visa^a *. 

The tJvelfca argument that the pursuit of 6a»tr* wouftd 
be fruitless as Alieva cannot be the object of frustrate teach¬ 
ing is attempted to be mt by the Mvaitlns in the fellowtng 
way, Alieva is# of course# identical with the self-1 w*ia*u§ 
Brahman* lustra , therefore# does not teach Alleys , still 
it is not useless as it is meant to dispel the illusion of 
difference* this is what is meant by the statement 

"aiddhafo tu nivartakatvat* * (the usefulness ©f frastra caasist* 

5 

in dispelling the illusion o£ difference) * 
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Jayatirtha discusses this contention saying that when 
M2Q££ ie already known or stands revealing itaelf always, *h*ra 
is no possibility o£ illusion of difference occurring at any 
time* Importance of the exact nature of a thing ( tatty ai 1# 
the cause of an illusion* Here there is no such ignorance 
of Mhva at any point of time. if the Advaitin should urge 
that Mkya does not reveal itself and therefor© ignorance is 
possible# Jayatirfcha asks how Aikva. in that case* can to© 
identical with the self-luminous Brahman*. if AiHva do*a not 
reveal itself on account of Avldya Brahman*s caitanva aspect 
also should likewise remain unrevealed. And whan caitanva 
aspect is unrevealed superimposition of Avldva too would toe 
impossible. This renders the plea that Mkya dose not reveal 
itself on account of Avldva fallacious. 

Caitanva is revealed always as it is not veiled toy 
Avidva . But Aikva is veiled toy 'it. Therefor© Aikva la not 
revealed sometimes though it is Identical with Brahman, such 
an argument too is fallacious as caitanva 1© a aingl© parties# 
entity and therefore there cannot be a partial vail of Av^dva 
over Aikva alone. If it is said that Avldyja has a power to 
accomplish the impossible and that it can bring about partial 
vailing in a parties© Brahman# Jayatirtha asks# why in that 
case Avidva is not accepted in respect of inanimate objects. 

The impossibility of Avidva in inanimate things due to non- 
revelation of adhisiynana can be easily removed toy the said 
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eKfcraoxdiaary pom? of mldva . mas that Advait* V i«w that 

w t&@r© is i» |£2M£& l* 3 inanimate object© ** ? would. haornm in-* 
defeasible* 


8v«m ifi M3§S£& 1® object of laatralc t©aching* it 
taufjht by the word oaly and tit© ra*e.i*slw<y words tvff^ 

i!!§Js. would b© unnecessary* !tt cannot bet argued that thaa© 
^wo wards am meant to renew* th© illusion o£ dii £«*•©«*©©. *©*, 

the wotd jjg£ Atsaif has taught Alky© and by th« knowlscSg© of 
Mkya th® Illusion ®g difference la r«rr*ov«d* rh« otber two 
words ham no role to play is the. removal of Avidvau tt 
Illusion 1© not reeved by to© knowledge of AitoMj whloft ha© 
fe^ten produced by the word tat it cannot tea r#«Hov«d at #11. 

1& It is held that Mkya is not taught by tha word tift , Aikva 
e&sioat be absolutely identical with caltanya®. 

Tne Advaitin argues that in the ©@b&©ssc«* " ?&*tva©asl * 
the word tat itself teaches oofeh ©rahman end Aifcy-a and tha 


7. 
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Padmapada. Pancapadika, V.S.S., Vol.II, Part I, 1891, p. 4 . 
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remaining words are superfluous as in the sentease " Scyam 
Pevadattah” where the word sa^ itself indicates both D*v*4afct» 
and Miata which is identical with him while the remaining word# 
are superfluous. Jayafcirtha rejoins by saying that even in 
the judgment "Soyam hevadatfcah * 1 the identity of Ai)cya and 
Eevadatta is not absolute but tinged with visa**. If Vi»ms& 
ia not accepted the said difficulty cannot b© overcome 9 . 

Madhva and Jayatirtha have examined the possibility of 
fti&ya being different from or different-cum-identical with 
Brahman* The examination is necessary, for, in case Alkvn 
is different from or di2£erent«cum~identical with Brahmen, the 
argusaaut that Mvaitins too mst perforce accept vises* would 
lose its ground, the examination is as followsi 

If Alieva is different from Brahman It would mean that 
it is unreal, for, everything ofciier than Brahman is unreal in 
the Advaita school* If Alkya is unreal, the difference between 
the finite reals and Brahman would become real as * logics! 


9 * ^ W nffjfi ZTtySC* 3-r^fr f^fr^T^r} 

P'JTT-^^l^n Ibid ., p.103. 
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consequence, tills would undermine the thesis of the Adroit* 

IQ 

school » 

Jayatlrtha adds soima more fallacies to the on* pointed 
out by l-iadhva. the Advaitins hold that the sentence 
“ Tafctvaroasi ** teaches one dlffereneeless or sorties* principle. 
IS Aikya should be different from Brahman the sentence would 
be referring to the existence of another principle that i$ 
different from Brahman which is against the accepted doctrine 
of the Advaita school. This breach of faith with reference 

to the original doctrine would involve the fallacy of 

** 11 

apaalddhanta * 

As Aifara 1© unreal# as shown by Madhva# It cannot be the 
object of iastralo teaching* If the Advaitins# however# con¬ 
tend that even unreal fellings are taught by ^ruti it would 
amount to saying that feastra teaches unreal things. That 

# *m X 2 

would vitiate the validity of aastra • 

l0 * J^]7C 

“ Anuvyahhyana , p„£. 
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- Nyayasudha , p.102. 
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It, may be asked that what Is the ground for bolding that 
if Mkva Is unreal difference would become real 2 The answer 
is that it is concofsitance* If Mkva ia unreal difference 

would b© real and vice versa .' Suer* is the eonco»dtene«. The 
Advaifcin way object that no instance of such concomitance can 
be shown as no real difference is accepted by him. Jayatlrtba 
meets this objection with the answer that the form of con¬ 
comitance is not as the Mvaitin would have it. out it ia a 
broad general concomitance that whatever attribute of an 
existent tiling is considered unreal the opposite of it would 
be real. Tnis is acceptable to the ftdvaitins also. For they 
adroit that as unreality of Brahman is unreal the reality li 

13 

real. similarly if Aikya is unreal difference must be reel . 
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Mai9hva and Jayatlrfcha next examine the possibility of 
i.denfclty«eurn«*di££esrenee between Mkya and brahman. If ijfcya 

and Brahman are diffarerft-cum-identieal, what is the relation¬ 
ship between dlfference-eum-ldenfcity and its relate, viz.. 
Brahman and Alkya . it could be identity, differeaiee or difier- 
ence-cusMidentity. In case oi Identity, each of tn® relate 
(Brahman and Alkya ) would become ‘two* as it is identicel with 
a dual relation or the relation (difference-eum-identlty) it¬ 
self should become one, being identical with e single relate. 

If the relation Is one o£ difference, the question as to 
whether difference is different from its relate, identical or 
different-cur»-identieal would naturally arise. in the first 
alternative, the same question may be repeated «d Infinitum . 

In the second alternative the words difference, difference-cu*#- 
idenfcity, Brahman and Alleys would all have to become synonymous 
as they are one and the same. This is against the fset. In 

the third alternative the same question may be repeated again 

14 

and again resulting in the fallacy of infinite regress • 

Here Jayatirtha takes up another important issue* 


14. 
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WhSB a relation of difference or aifferanc^Ksunh-id^ntity 
between two relata is accepted it leads to «n endless series of 
such relations as seen above. why should it be considered 
a fallacy (if there is endless series)? - it may be aanad. in 
what way does it stultify the production of effect* or knowledge 
of things? For a regress can be considered a fallacy only in 
thee© two cases. 

tfayatirfcha answers this question saying that the present 
regress of difference or difference-cum-identity obstruct* 
the knowledge of a qualified object. If Ajkya is differ»»t 
from Brahman the cognition would be in the form of "Airy* 
and Brahman are different" ( araftmalky* tonlnne ). Mere difference 
la a predicate. Without the knowledge of predicate * cogrti* 
tion oS the substantive as qualified by the seme attribute or 
what is called a vlslst a a prat it i cannot arise. when there is 
knowledge of qualification# i.e 0 , difference# the question of 
its relation to the relate arises. {The knowledge of thac 
relation which is one of difference# being a visits pyattXrl 
presupposes the knowledge of its relation# i.e«# difference. 

Thus infinite regress obstructs the rise of a vl^lqfce ««c«oan4.fclon}« 

Such a question is unavoidable because a relation eeanot 
be understood independently without reference to its relate. 
Understanding a relation as different from its relate is a 
knowledge of qualified object ( vislgt^ajn§na ). Again the 
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question whether that relation# (which in tbi® case is digger- 
once)# is different from relate and so on arises «d infinitum . 
Without the knowledge of the exact position of the third 
difference the knowledge of second difference is imposeifadje wi< 
so also the knowledge of difference between Brahman end Alfeva . 

Xn this way the regress of difference obstructs the 
knowledge of difference between Brahman and Aiky a* $*%* 
argument holds good in the ease of di££erenc*-eui*-id*i*tityw 
Therefore# the view of Aikva being different from or dlff««?*nt- 
eura-ldentical with Brahman is fallacious and cannot lbs acatpted^, 

Madhva and Jayatirtha have also shewn haw a ikya esanat 
be absolutely identical with svaruna of Brahman# Mor can it 
be different or differeat-cum-identical. The Adwaitin tuies 
to remove those defects by proposing to bestow an intrinsic 
power called •self «su£ f icieney • ( svanlrvahakatva ) to Altera , 

By virtue of this power of self-sufficiency Alky s# though 
identical with ©elf-luminous Brahman# can remain unknown. divsn 
this# the usefulness of feistra will also remain 
2n the case of difference-cum-identity between Aikva and 
Brahman it has the power of self-sufficiency and another 

15 “ <Tf 
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relation Is not: necessary to explain the relation between 
differenee-cum-iderttity and its relata. The first differ- 
ence-cum-identity Itself is the relation between Itself ana 


its relata. Thus the relation of Aikya to Brahman ea** be 

3.6 

explained satisfactorily without Visfe^a . 

Madhva refutes the above contention showing that even 
svanlrvihakatva would be impossible if Visesa is not accepted. 
As Jayatirtha points out this can be proved by a close analyelt 
of the word svanirvahakatva . Svanirvahakatva means the 
capacity of a given thing to operate as both the agent and the 

object of the same action. This meaning is in accordance with 

_ 17 

the Paninian grammar . 

When we say ” Aikya is svanirvahaka * 1 four things are in¬ 
volved 15 . They are* (1) dharmi ( Aikya )* (2) agency ©f Aikya 

16* <H~<r^ep/ 'Vd ^ '^rjl I A H\ 

^r^TcTrtWrrJT^ 

o?Hpi1' tTl‘'H4i2-0^"STy ^ fa Qh ^ ‘^.ojTrL 

T&^ri Ibid .* p.104. 
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( nirv^akatva ), (3) ©bjecfcnese of Alieva { nlrvShyatva ) and 
<4) tine actual act (nirvahana). 
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Hence the questions - (1) whether both *agency* and 
©bjeetness of Alky© ore identical with Ajlcya and the act and 
(2) whether both of them are mutually identical, or <3? are 
they different from Aikva and also mutually - arise, tff they 
are identical, it amounts to saying that all thee* word® are 
synonymous* If different, it ends in the fallacy of infinite 
regress 3,0 . In order to overcome this difficulty Vise%a he* to 
be accepted* How we can say that ’object ness* ( nirvahyatwa ) 
etc. are identical with Alkva and the ’act* and also mutually* 
nut that identity is not absolute, but qualified by viafoga , 
Viseqa being the oratinidhi of difference avoids synonymous**** 
of these words* 

Thus the Advaita school too will be obliged to accept 
videos in order to explain satisfactorily th® position of ilkya 
of fflva and Brahmano 

Refutation of Vlsfesja by the A&vaita school ; 

The Dvaita school argues that Brahman is endowed with 
innumerable attributes and these attributes are identical with 

37 3 T*rJZ-v}r» 

• inuwSkhv^na # 
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Brahman through the agency of Viafesas. The Advaita *chooi 


does not subscribe to this view and refutes it. It* refuta¬ 
tion is as follows* 

There are no attributes whatever in Brahman* brahmen 
is attribute!ess ( nirguqa ). But besides this attribute!*** 
Brahman there is another Brahman ( Saguga Brahman) which po******* 
attributes* Those ^ruti sentences which speak o£ attribute* in 
Brahman refer to this Brahman and not to the Infinite. Absolut* 
Brahman* This saguqa Brahman is the outcome of toe projection 

sw M W 'tt p ciwww mrt . 

of nescience. Therefore, the contradiction in respect of 
attributes being both different from ana identical with It and 
so on are not a defect and therefore no new principle n«e<S to* 
accepted to overcome them* Sven if some statement* lilt* 

“hnandam Branraaiwh M { The bliss of Brahman ) should have re- 

«w ow M i « uw m i n 

ferenco to Absolute Sr&hmsn they do not bear a primary signifi- 
eance tout only a secondary one as in the case of tuw expression 
'sahu's head** Hence there arc no real attribute* in aradta** . 

Therefor® questions such as whether attribute* ar* 
different from or identical with Brahman have no meaning. And 

19 v I cj h^t q£) JZ f hhi T^/a s 

^WljM ^TWwf / <TW^7“ 2*YW- 

WT^I *T 3 I l-TTsT^f ^3-] VM ^i/T^Vc-TRT 

- 0 ?^ W T7^/5>Tc4)'m 3 ^ i 

- iwavaeudha , p.S!S>* 
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bringing in vi^s^a to answer them 1© irrelevant. 

w.adhva arid Jayatirfcha have examine these argument* and 
shown the amenability o£ them* The Advaitins can say tnat 
those dsuti texts which refer to the actions etc. attribute* of 
Brahman refer to only sagurja BraSiman and also can say that it 
is the figment of nescience and no effort need be made to m»v« 
any contradiction in It. But they admit that the srufei text* 
"Satyam jrianafaanantam Brahma 11 refer to the Infinite Absolute 
Brahman only* this ,Brahman has no attributes whatever* An 
examination of this position reveals many defects* 

According to the Advaita belief * all the three y#ord» # 
safcva * Inina and ananta speak a£ Brahman bereft of any attribute. 
This amounts to .saying that the meaning of all these word# lo 
one and the same or in other words these words are synonyms*. 

If they are accepted to be synonymous their us© in the s*n» 
sentence would become untenable as it serves no purpose, n 
cannot be said that each word speaks of a different Srehwar. 

Such a view is against the feiti ^ Skaroavadvitlvaft Brahma *, 
which asserts Brahman to be one only* 

If the Mvaita school accepts Visfei%a in Brahman it vould 

account for the non-synonymousness of the words in guest lor and 

the simultaneous use of all the three terms to describe Brahman 

20 

would be meaningful ♦ 



(Continued on p, 130) 
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it is said^^e" fat person does not eat in the 8ay 
then if he does not eat in the night also, his fatness beams 
unaccountable. Therefore, the fact of his fatness is a proof 
for his eating in the night. In the same way, the use of n©»~ 
synonymous terms with reference to an object in which there is 
no difference is untenable. Therefore, there must be son* 
principle which accounts for such usage. This principle is 
Vi^ssa, 

«MMSMNIU 

The Advaita school may try to solve this problem of the 
use of Ron-synonymous terms with reference to one and the warn 
object in a different way. The words, satya , Inana and <§mnta 
speak of Real Brahman. it is Attributoleas CKirgur^s). mere 
is however no fear of their becoming non-synonymous, as those 
words do not affirm tne presence of attributes in Brahman. 

They negate the presence of certain defects in Brahman, this 
negation is necessary because there are misapprehensions about 
Brahman ouch as *it does not exist*, *it is limited* and *it 
has nescience*• The word, satva removes the misapprehension 
that Brahman is non-existent, the term iinana removes tne mis¬ 
apprehension that Brahman has nescience and the word ansnfca 
removes the misapprehension that Brahman is limited. as ssch 



- Ibid., p«511. 
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worts hero has different meaning C asatyatvaiyapohavlcltvat ? and 
purpose It is not synonymous with another. 

The sentence# “Satyana jfianaroanantam Brahma *# may be 
explained satisfactorily without resort to Vlafega in a different 
manner* Those words are expressive of different meanings* 
Therefore# they are not synonymous* But those words are not 
syntactically related to the other tern ‘Brahman* in their 
primary sense and therefore they do not subscribe to the pre¬ 
sence of any attribute in Brahman. they are related to the 
word Brahman in their secondary sense ( lakgagav^ttl ). Thus 

words do not oppose the attributelesssneas of Brahman though 
they are syntactically related to the term Brahman* in the 
well-known example Oaftgayafa cjho§s& # the primary saaaning of the 
word aaftca is the current of the river. It yield# the weening 
of w banlc of the river 1 ' by lok^ar^vistti* That does not seen 
that the bank is the current* likewise# if satysfl -and other 
words refer to Brahraan by iak^afpv^tti # it does not mean that 
Brahman ha© existence and other attributes. These word* are 
not purposeless as all of these are required to dispel correspond¬ 
ing misapprehensions* 

Here a question arises* If those words teach Brahman 
by laks # anav 2 ;fcti what is their primary meaning? There cannot 
be any word without having a primary meaning. LaKsag* is 
resorted to when the primary meaning is not relevant to a 
particular context. ( Huteiyarthabadhe tadtyoge rudltotha ffrayqj»ne* K 
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This question is answered in the following manner. In 
the Advaita school a saguna sranman clouded by nescience is 
accepted apart from Mlrgu^a Brahman. Ttse former is known as 
igbala Brahman* satya and other words speak of this Gabala 
Srahxnan by their primary meaning. They apeak of the Absolute 
Brahman only in their secondary sense as their primary sense 
is not applicable fco It because of its attrihutelessness. In 
this explanation there is no fear of aatya etc. words becoming 
synonymous* thus the Advaita school has no need to accept 
visb^a., 

ess <m**> •* w mwant 

But these arguments do not stand the test of reason* To 
say that aatya and other words are intended to remove the mis¬ 
apprehension of unreality# etc.# of Brahman means that Brahmen 

is not unreal or in other words there is absence of unreality 
21 

in Brahman • This “absence of unreality* itself is an attri¬ 
bute. The acceptance of this attribute In Brahman goes against 
the basic tenet of attrlbutelosaness of Brahman* Thu* tne 
effort to avoid the acceptance of Vl^ega opens the door to 
ataaeiddhanta * 

The Advaitlns may say that this attribute too does not 
exist in Brahman and therefore there is no agaBiddnenta . But 
this is not correct# Because on such a view the sentence in 
question ( Satvaihlnahamanantam Brahma ) will have no definite 
meaning at all* St would neither affirm th® existence of 
reality and other attributes nor mean ‘absence of unreality* 

Xj\- hT~^t , f^rT^rnrrt 
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etc* in Brahman* A sentence must either denote the relation 

o£ some attributes to relota or absence of seme attributes i*» 

som© relata* There is no alternative at least in the present 

case* As the sentence in question is unable t© denote either 

22 

of these meanings it would be a meaningless proposition * 


In the foregoing, a few defects in the Advaits view 
that " Sat yam-j nanamanant am Brahma ** speaks of afetributeless 
Brahman, have been shown. There is on® mere defeect to oeerceaw 
which Vis'es.a is necessary* That is; word* ere meant to denote 
or speak of things* Tney do so having soma quality ©r set ion 
or eotm other attribute in the thing a® criterion. Therefore# 


22 * Tf^rJicZnfy rft ^rjp4^44 ^f^Tjrrqrp?/: 7 
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anything that is denoted by a word must have some attribute or 
the other.- as Jayatirtha declares# words cannot simply epeefe 
of thing© which have no attributes 23 . If Brahman is attrt* 
butoless no word can connote it* Thus either it must be 
accepted that Brahman has attributes or it must be concede*! 
that the sentence 5 > 3atya&jMnaiaanantam nrahraa " does not apeak 
of Brahman. As the second alternative would undermine tee 
authority oS the Vedas it cannot be endorsed. So only the first 
alternative remains to be accepted. Then the necessity ei 
accepting Viseaa would arise in the end. 

mtm m n ew e w y e— 

Madhva has# in his Vl^qutafc vavialr ijay a # cited another 
significant instance to show how the Advait* school ia fswceed 
to admit visegja » Xt has reference to tho Advalta interprets* 
tion of the ^rati # a Sa e^a neti notyatraa ** of Biftadatr*r^aka 
tipaniqad . mis sentence establishes that Brahman is different 
from ail other entities according to the Advaita interpretation. 
It means Brahman is neither a corporeal entity nor a non- 

et ewtawa a Baae* ■»# n mo or a n i ifin« — we e p ep* e eaeiewe» >i>aiew> »» <'»* ftm m wan men m maa * mm*m n < m m mmmmmmmm&rnmmmrnfiiKm mm* mmrn rnmmm 

23 ° JV ^~UTlJT~ ~£T*W rXJ^/" Jf ^-^WiFLl Ibid ., p.517. 
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25 

corporeal • 

Here it tray fee askeds Da the Adva.itins aecopt difference 
between Brahman denoted by the word Atma and the two difference* 
expressed by the phrases nafci and nefel or difference-eua- 
identity? Acceptance of either would go against their baric 
tenet and lead to apasiddhanfca for it is their stand that every 
sentence establishes Brahman as bereft of differences * He nee 
they raast accept identity between two differences and Brafcnanu 
That means both the sentences mean one and the so;we thing. this 
again leads to the defect of repetition or tautology, therefore 
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absolute identity between Brahman and difference must be 

abandoned and identity together with Vlseaa must be accepted. 

As Vlsfesja deputises for difference in ita physic*! absence if 

27 

would help avoid tautology * 

The view o£ absolute identity between two di££«r***oe» 
and Brahman is contradictory to experience, besides using 
tautologous* For instance# the booh is different from both 

'v 

pot and cloth. But the difference from pot it soil £ is not the 

28 

difference from cloth • Nobody has that experience. Trough 

differences that appear in the book are non*»dif£seent from 

the book# the non^ifferenee I© tinged with Vlsfesp. Tnis means 

difference is a feature of the book* Tho same is ths csss 

29 

with Brahman also * 

The Advaitin may attempt to explain the santsoe* without 
inviting Viset^a . Th© sentence would suffer from tautology 
if all these groups of words mean Brahman in their primary 
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meaning* But Brahman is not their primary meaning* These 
words teach Brahman only by secondary power {iakaanivrfcti)* 

-r ap— tmmm »«fc n , » m i «i» 

The primary meanings of the words in the sentence are different, 
therefore# there is no tautology* as all those word* teach 
just Brahman and nothing else by laJc^anlvrfcfci there i* no con* 
tradietion to the basic tenet of aHhatjdJartha * Thu® the 
sentence can be satisfactorily explained without Ul*ca* and 

# 30 

henca the Advaifca school has no need to accept Visa^a * 

* nWnMW mam 

Jeyatlrfcha dismisses this argument saying that if all word* 

mean Brahman only# by laks.a^avr.tti the use of several word* to 

31 

teach on© Attributeless Brahman would be uncalled for • 

Another possible Advaitie explanation of the sentence may 
foe this# ‘"ihere are misconceptions such as Brahman is net 
different from corporeal and non-corporeal entitle*, in other 
words# there is superimposition of non-difference from corporeal 
and non-corporeal entities on Brahman* The phrase* net! and 
net! are meant to dispel such misconceptions or negate such 
superirapositions by affirming the difference from corporeal and 
non-corporeal entities* Thus those words arc not useless** 

■*aW * a * p * ma *M* M Si ** i B«MaMMM*i»ws« * *fr*^^ . . mummmtn mm. .mm. mm . . wi n . .* 
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Even this argument is not tenable. The supsrimposifc ion can 

be removed if only the words posit the existence ot difference 

in Brahman. (But the existence of difference in Brahmen is 

not acceptable to the Advaita school# as such acceptance will 

go against the basic tenet of akhandartha ). since difference 

cannot exist in Brahman there is no way of removing the stjpar* 
32 

imposition * Thus there is no other way hut to accept two 
differences in Brahman. Absolut© identity of differences 
and Brahman would load to tautology. Therefore# even the 
Advaita school will have to accept qualified identity. That 
is nothing but accepting vises.a* 


Examination of Kadhusudana Sarasvati'e refutation of Virfeapc 

ina > f i»i>dM i» .>. »a p^iii^MMWMw r wiii *i « . iihl i m u —i nw i ^ i g »ii " w<ma».iwm ■ — qi — nn u m m w nwHwwfc 

The necessity of accepting Via'esta and it* role in defend*, 
ing dharmisvarupabhedavada has been shown in previous chapter*. 
Madhusudana sarasvati# a great champion of the Advaita school 
has criticised the concept of Vl^eqa at some length in hi* 
Mvaltasiddhi . It is necessary to examine this critic!** for 
a better understanding of the concept. 

1. mdhusudana 3arasvati*a first point of criticism spinet 

. _ 33 

Vise^a is that it has no authority C pramana ) to support it . 
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But VySsatlrtha in Ms KySyam^tta has advanced an ArthSpetti 
as an authority to prove Vidfeqa. According to vylsatlrths 
even the Advaltins are obliged to accept this inference* The 
inference is as follows* The dpanisadic sentence 
w Vijnanamanandam Brahma” describes Brahman as Viloana end An»n&» . 
vijaaaa and Knanda cannot bo mutually different or different- 
eum-idontical from Brahman as there are no attributes in 
Brahman which are different from It according to the Advait* 
standpoint of view <Akhary^arfchakam-na vidyant© khandXh ainnSh 

m& m*mm3mm ****f *it*i* t mi***aKMii mh m m u p *" i xwm nii w ^»»wmw<p m > np.»iT 

artfrah yaaroin tat) * 


These two attributes cannot be treated as different for 
yet another reason that it is opposed to Upanissd * £ke~ 
dhaivanudrastavyam , ‘ * Therefore* these two attributes ere 
one and the same (identical>* When the attribute* are identical 
the words vlInina and Knanda cannot but be synonymous. But 
they are not* To explain this feet a principle which dis¬ 
tinguishes these attributes to that extent has to be accepted. 
That principle will b© Vl^efra 35 . Thus even the Advsitia* ere 
obliged to accept Visfe^a to solve their own problem* This 
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Arthiapatfei Itself is a valid source of authority regarding 

Vi^b^a * Mad'nuaudana SarasvatX argues that even the acceptance 

ov Vi^eaa is opposed to Upaniaad “Bkadhaivanudrastavy** as it 

brooks no distinction in Brahman* virfe^a is meant to retain 

3$» 

a distinction at least to some extent in Brahman * 

Madhusudana Sarasvatl says that the non-symaymouseee* 
of the words VH&aaa and Rwanda can be explained without virfeea* 
Though the secondary waning of the words in the said sentence 
is identical* primary meanings are different and the word* 
vijfKana and Knanda can be non-synonymous because of them 
different primary meanings* 


Any one of the words is not unnecessary as there is 

•» 37 

difference in the things precluded ( vyavartva ) . 


stedhusudana Sarasvati askss "why should even the fvaities 
press for V’ides.a to explain the given sentence* for# in spite o€ 
VIInana and Knanda being identical* the words may be ixwv» 
synonymous on account of difference in pravrifctinimitta of tw» 

r/— - 18 

words* Pravrlttinimifctas are jnanatva and snandatv* * 
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Therefore, there is no need to accept v±®e^,a. 

2, the Bvaitins argue that if there is no th*r* cannot 

foe the revelation of both Jnana and Anamla in liberation, font 
of only one of them because they are identical, if vi»e%» i# 
there it can keep ooth of them in existence and revelation of 
both will foe possible . Madhusudana sarasvatl refuta* tni» 
by saying that Jlilna and Ananda are not different and therefor# 
there is no question of only one of the two remaining. "*h« 
talk of “one of the two” itself is invalid 40 . 


3* Vyiaatirtha ha© urged the necessity of accepting vi&ma 
by the Advaita school through the following argument; Accord- 
ing to the Advaifca school in the sentence ’^Tattvagguji ^, fat 
means Brahman# Tvamaai teaches identity ©£ Jiva with Brahman. 
What is the relation between identity and Brahman? 7f. the 
relation is difference or difference-cum-identity and if that 
difference or difference-cum-identity is real the fallacy of 
arasiddhinfca will arise® If unreal it wipes out the v«rj 
basic tenet of the school® Therefore, it must be accepted 
that the relationship between Brahman and Identity is on# of 
identity < abheda ). When once identity io accepted, th# follow¬ 

ing problems would arises 


39* 
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(a) according to the ftdvaita school Brahmen is self-luadaeu** 
That being so, why is there no revelation of identity though 
there is revelation of the self-luminous Brahmen? 

0>) The Advaita school holds that while the revelation of 

Brahman is not opposed to the illusion of difference, tn* 

revelation of identity is opposed to the illusion of difference* 

The justification for such a distinction is not clear unless 

Vlaesih is Introduced in the bargain* 

'The 

<e> /Revelation of Brahman is not dependent on the revela¬ 
tion of any other thing whereas the revelation of identity 1* 
necessarily dependent on the revelation of its counter-«eg*fc i ve« 
Why is there this difference? 

The Advaitins usually reply that ‘identity* is vailed toy 

Ignorance and hence there is non-revelation of ‘identity*. But 

Vyasatirtha say© that tn© identity Is identical with Bramwm 

who is known as Git . This Clt is unveiled. «ow, then, cm this 

identity alone be veiled? 1£ Vise^a is accepted, then, fey its 

operation one of them can remain veiled and the other revealed* 

But no such principle is acceptable to the Advaitins. Therefore, 

til© non-revelation of identity cannot be explained in the ^dveit* 
41 

school . 
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Madhusudana Sarasvatl answers fch©«® objections as 
follows# Cit and! identity era no doubt one sod the same, ^ut 
there is a bsginningless ioseginary difference between the two, 
owing t© this difference 9 identity* is not known though c^t 
is known all along* (This weans the knower who is under the 
influence of ignorance does not understand Cit as 'identity*). 
The knowledge of identity is what is opposed to illusion* 

&s that knowledge of identity is not yet attained, there is 
illusion* Because of this fancied 'difference'# the revela¬ 
tion of Cit is not dependent while the revelation of 'ideas ity* 
42 — 

is dependent (sapaksa). 


Here Vyasatirtha'c* objection that how can identity remain 
veiled by ignorance when Cit is not veiled in the absence of 
Vlifega remains unanswered. Madhusudana Sareavat? postulates 
that there is a fancied 'difference* (fancy is a result of 
ignorance) between Cit and identity. Because of this ’differ¬ 
ence* # "identity* remains veiled while Cit is revealed. But 
Vyasatirtha questions the very basis of this postulate. When 
Cit and "identity* are one and the same# how can ignorance of 
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difference veil identity alone. Madhuaudana saraavetl does 
not con® to grips with this problem as any serious etteept t© 
solve it would ultimately force him to accept vise^e. 

4a The Dvaita school has scriptural support to prove 
VlsTeqa . The text H svem dhartaan pr&tfrak pasyan tSnev&aavidhivatl §y 
in the Kafcha Upanisad negates ‘difference* between Hrahman and 
Its attributes. But at the same time# there is reference to 
Kjanyness of Brahman*© attribute® ( dhartnan ) and to their 
dharmadharmibhava . This is not possible in the absence of 

mutual difference between attributes and also difference between 
Brahman and its attributes. Vet difference ha* been negated. 

To reconcile the denial of difference and assertion of wiunyuea* 
of attributes and dharmadharraiMiiva something which sustain* 
manyneso of attributes and dharmadharmibhava should be recognised. 
That southing is Viseqa • 

mama m u n »i mm$» 

Her© the Advaita school says dharmSn in the text is just 
meant to report or repeat ( aauvada ) flhagma* for purposes of 
'their subsequent negation and there is no Intention to predicate 
dharmas to Brahman • Here Vyasatirfcha says th«t those Pharma* 


rl^TST (if (3tir^ \ ol -M ST Z< £Tpf ^ <cH a tjTH^Il- 
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are not earlier known through other sources and therefore#- 
their mention for purposes of negation here is not possible**® 

‘SO this Hadhusudana Sarasvatl says that these dharmaa are 
fancied by nescience ( avldva ) and therefore they are previously 
known by ®aks|in 4 & * 

5® vyasatirtha advances another argument in support of 
Vlges&e If guna and gunin are identical Visfesa has to be 
accepted to explain the fact of gui\a being unknown while gur%in 
is known* If guna and gunirt are different-cum«*identicsl It 
has to be accepted to explain their being together though ihey 
are mutually opposed principle©* If they are completely different 
it has to be accepted to explain certain judgments such *s 

A*? 

“ Saraavayah sarofoarMhah 81 * w JSatta setj 1 *# etc® . There is n« 
other explanation of these facts* 


Here wadhueudana Sarasvathi persistently maintains that 
there is no need to accept Viseqa* According t© him these facts 
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and judgments can he explained with the help o£ the unique 
nature of respective entitles * 


6» Vyasatlrfcha has drawn a line of distinction toetvees 
•difference* and Vi^eaa * where there is no *difference* for 
valid reasons and still there are judgment© implying *difference* * 
there Vi&egp must toe admitted to operate* But where redj.ce! 
’difference* itself is there between two things a© between a 
jar and a pot# there is no heed for Visasa to differentiate 
them. Vijle^a is the pratinidhi of difference and is pressed 

*m u t mm ftmm matm mmmmtmm 

into service when difference itself is not established by any 
pramana* Therefore# wherever ‘difference* itself 1* present# 

m m a * ’ a m ta M+*w » L wm a 

there is no point or purpose in admitting Vlse^e . Sem* and 

putlka are two plants* soma is prescribed in some sacrifices* 

in the absence of Soma * mfclka is permitted* when some is 

available outika cannot be used* likewise# where difference 

itself is established by oramaoa * vi^e^a cannot operate in it* 

49 

place • 
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Madhusudana Sarasvati refutes this point* Ho ssyt that 

Instance of soma and pufclfoa Is not sound. Thera is reason to 

decide that in the instance considered above, sows is principal 

and aatika is not so. But* as far as ‘difference 4 and vinfers 

are concerned# there is no criterion to decide which is principal 

and which is not* Both ‘difference' and Viaes^a are on tort 

same footing. Therefore* we cannot say that Vlse%a i* tlat> 

SO 

pgafclnidhi . St may as well be the other way about 


7 . Madhusudana darasvatl has raised another Important point 
against Vise$a . VisQg.a is being recognised as represent*tivs 
of difference. Why should it be so? let difference operate 
wherever there is differentiation ( bhedakarva ) a To explain 
the practical effect of non#di££©renc© ( abhefla ) in such places* 
let a representative of abheda be accepted. Thors is no esason 

9 

to accept Viseq,a as representative of difference . This 
objection may apparently mean that Vise^a is conceded «s tdhs 
representative of ahheda by the Advaitin* iSouda ®rah*«*R«»da, 
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therefore# interprets it differently. According to Good* 

Brahminen&a# bheda must be accepted as the representative 

52 

abheda where the effects of abhe&a are found . 


8. Vyasatlrtha has advanced many syllogisms in support ©£ 
Viocqa. 


1* Minor term 
(pafosia) 


Major term 
( sadbya ) 

Middle term 
( hefcu ) 

Form of con¬ 
comitance: 

( vyao t isv artapa ) 

NBNW8g M We>ft y 


* 

le The non-remaining of only on* 

<ekataraparisec^hhiva) of the tee 
attributes# vis## Vi1&ana and 
Amanda # which are the avarupa &£ 
8rehrean. 

2. Skat arapagls f et|ffltehav» of A iky a and 
Brahman which ere identical. 

3# The being of prameyatva in itself# 

are determined by * factor other 
than 'difference*. 

as they are determined, but rwfc 
toy 'difference*. 

If a determined factor in net 
determined by a particular facstor# 
it must be determined by a factor 
other than that particular factor 
as in the instance acceptable to 
both. 


52. 
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♦Remaining*# ♦Remainder*# 'Residue*# etc. av» given in 
ftonier Williams Sanskrit-Snglish Dictionary m e«fuival«nts 
to the Sanskrit word# parisfe^a. therefor*# pari^a^ibhav* 
is translated as 'non-remaining 1 . 


Rarest Archiver 




14$ 


Tills syllogism 53 has been explained in detail and la. hs# 
bsen shown how this syllogism proves Vltfeqa # in the second 
chapter (p.33-35) of this thesis* 


2* Minor term 

Major term 


Middle term 


Form of con¬ 
comitances 


Vi l&anp and Ananda which are the svamoe 
of Brahman* 

have a determinant factor which determines 
the non-remaining of only one of thm two# 
i.e.# yii^Ina and Ananda . That factor is 
other than ‘difference*• 

because there is no ‘difference* between 
Vilnius and Ananda * but still there is 
©Hatarepari^eslbhava. 

. . . ».« ■ « — mm, . 

That# which does not have a particular 
determinant factor but has a determined 
factor# has a determinant factor other 
than that particular determinant faster 
as in the instance acceptable to both. 


In a syllogism major term is sought to be proved on th* 
basis of already established minor and middle terms. In this 

f» ja 

syllogism 3 the minor term is established by sratl and Itxjje <»e* 


N_^ 
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Supra Chapter XX,pp«/ )« the identity of Vi in an a and Xnamia 
logically necessitates the reality of only one of them. But 
such a contingency i© against the spirit o£ rfrutl/* which proclaim 
that Brahoaa i© endowed with infinite number of attributes* *be« 


there is no difference# which normally determine# the non-remain¬ 
ing of one of the two# between Vi l^ana and Anartda # there must toe 


some other factor which determines the non-remaining of one 
of the two* that factor is Vlse^a* 

newel m wawwwwwim 


3, Minor term 


Prameyatva (knowability) which subsist# in 
itself* 


Major tern 


Middle term 


Form of con¬ 
comitance 


has a factor which determines it# supporter- 
supported position* That factor is not 
•difference*. 

Because there is no difference between 
supporter oramevafcva and supported 
nramgyatva * But still there is supporter- 
supported position* 

That which doe© not have a particular 
determinant factor# but has a determined 
factor# has a determinant factor other 
than that particular determinant factor 
as in the instance acceptable to both* 


In this syllogism 55 the minor terra can be proved ay toe 


55. 
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fact that there is unsublated cognition that knownbility sm 
fcnowahle ( pramayafcvam pgarreyam ) and by the fact that knowstoility 
is numerically only one as assumption of more than one kiHwa- 
bility leads to the fallacy of infinite regress. The numerical 
oneness of prameyafcya and the supporter-supported position with 
reference to it points to a factor which can account for such 
a position and that factor is Viseoa. 


The principle that is implied in the major terms of ths 
above syllogism is Vls&s^a and that explains the positions in 
the minor terms according to Vyasatirtha. But Kadhuaudana 
Saraavati says avidva itself can explain all these positions 


and therefore, the syllogisms suffer from the fallacy of 

mu 

aarthantarata * Or# all the said positions may be due to 

* difference* which is the outcome of aviflya and thus syllogisms 

„ 57 

suffer from the fallacy of toadha. 


$6. 


57 o 


C3 ^f?l ?Tr) \ Tl^^TTi rFfi^-fl^sT'fST 

'Sd rrT\<f»n ) Advaltaalridhl . p. 


ftrthaatarata is a fallacy of syllogism which arises when 
the minor "term of a given syllogism can be explained even 
without resort to a factor proposed in the major term. 
According to Hadhusudana^sarasvatI , the minor terms of 
all the syllogism© of Vyasatirfcna can be explained wJbh 
the help of avldva and therefore, there is no need far 
supposing a new factor called viafes.a . 

j" l S, 

_ Thiri .. goS 


Badha is a fallacy of syllogism which arises when the major 
term is not to be feign# in the minor tens. According to 
Madhusudana sarasvati, eftataraparl^asjfohiiva and being of 
prameyatva in itself can’ ^ explained by" 'difference* 
which is the outcome of avldva . Therefore, there is no 
need to assume a factor otlicr than 'difference* to «*plei«s 
the minor terms of the syllogism. Hence the fallacy of 
bacdl^ - 
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9. Vyas&tXrfcha has advocated the perceptibility of Viifeit# 
with the arguments put south toy Jfayatlrtha. Tha argument* ef 
*?ayatirtha for the perceptibility of visfesa have been deal* 
with in detail in the second chapter of thia thesis <p* 26-32). 


On the basis of the intuited distinction between two 
types of cognitions such as ‘cloth in threads* and ‘fruits in 
basket** Jayatirtha examines the causes for distinction *nSt 
concludes that ‘identity 9 of cloth and threads and ‘difference* 
between fruits and basket are the causes for distinction. The* 
on the basis of aamanadhilcaraqya usage such as ‘thread* are 
cloth* he concludes that ‘identity* between cloth and thread* 
is not absolute* tout qualified. The qualifying factor ie 
vi^esa, As the distinction - the effect of qualified identity 

«*nWHOSMMM 0 l 

in one case and ‘difference* in another - is intuited* th* in¬ 
tuition in turn means Viseaa is intuited. Hence the percepti¬ 
bility of Vi^eqa 58 , 

i i iam i n x m ms*»—*» 


58. t ' ! ci'Uifh* a T) ^ <£pp1 jQp 

cf aq^jri aia ( a or\j \cj $ p i * a a i 

qf^i4 pr 

3?nomfiVM \ -RajfRjrt j c a ^rv>h / 

°\ r n x p N .O n « O' _ 

«a<rna ^ ( £r-£|a«RT I 

Nyayamrta, p.515. 
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Mu&husudana Sarasvafci dismisses this arguimnt saying that 
to explain saroanadhikarohya us^[@ Jin rsspsct of tlmtdi and 
cloth w© may rely on difference which is the outcome of a^ldy* 5 *. 


Further examination of this refutation a 


1. Tbe contention that the sruti, KKadhaiv5nudraaft.avye» 
will not brook even VAsfeqa© in Sranroan is baseless as there is 
nothing An the gfrufcl text to support such a contention. m 
the other hand, the tent must deny only absolute different* in 
Brahman and not VAse^as too so that it can maintain consistency 
of thought. There are many statements in the rfruti a £«* of 
which unmistakably suggest, the necessity of Vi^c^a and ths 
others of which more expressly apeak of vi^caa . Therefoos# 
the Gratia like Bkadhaivanudrasjt^avyam cannot bo taken to 
oppose Vldb^gu Moreover, the absolute denial of any attribute 
cannot be the meaning of such texts because the position of an 
attributeless Brahman cannot stand the test of reason as has 
been established already* Therefore# the text in question 
should ha interpreted in a manner in which they do not render 
the predication of attributes meaningless* Such an interpreta¬ 
tion would be consistent with Vis'e^a* 


iiadhusudana Sarasvati*s view on the non-synony*ouseess 
of the word© Vilisana and Ananda is also not Maintainable for 


« ej wj M ii »s i riotiK »s avni i>s »e« e ee > wm» s ae a» wt' ei«^ea>i o e ww > ei i we » w iti»w«wewiiewei mufwmm ma mam 

59. ^^FDVI 2 ? 

^i^Tq i 1 | 


a vft O^T^T 1 u 1 Q rSf) 


Advaltasiddhi# p. #09. 
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the following reasons When he says that the secondary meaiatnga 

of the words are identical the question# what is that secondary 

meaning, arises. Obviously it is Brahman. Thia again cuwioualy 

moans that Brahman is taught by laksa^ivffiti, of word*. \ point 

may be raised here. Brahman cannot be said to be taught by 

laksaaavffitl of word© for anything that cannot be denoted ty 

«» 60 

vacanavrttl of any word cannot be denoted by lakqaqav^tti a&»o * 

When Brahman is vacva by on® word ft can be vacya by 
another or all other words. Then the questions of identity of 
its attributes and the mm-cyiremymousneso of term® would naturally 
follow. Vidfey would he necessary to answer all these .paction*. 

To the point that ail words but one would become un¬ 
necessary if all words denote Brahman only by their. laki*aqj*ri;t t i 
Madhusudana Sarasvati has said that there ie difference in the 
things precluded ( yyavartva ) and therefore# no word is super¬ 
fluous. This points sfcaiids answered by the immediately pre¬ 
ceding observation that Brahman cannot be taught by l*)us«nSKrr.tti 
if ho is not taught by vacanavr^ttl . 


3. The following observation may be made on this point. That 
there is no ‘difference 8 between ff&ana and Knanda la acceptable 
to the Dvaitins# because they are the essential nature of ^a»» . 
still the experience of Jii&na ia different from that of Xnanda. 


60 . 


r 


) Madhva. BSB^ p,13. 
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Hmt will Madhus*ldana sarasvati account for it wit Vldfesa ? 

3* Madhu&udsna Sarasvati's interpretation of " Tattvamasl " 
lias been refuted in the course of narrating his view (Sec 
suggm, p* 144)* Ho further elaboration of it is necessary* 

4» The Advaita school cannot prove the existence of avl&ya * 
To exist* ayidy.g must have a locus and an object. Soma cetane 
can be ignorant about something* But in the Advaita school 
srahatan is the only cetana . rto attributes cannot tee the object 
of avldya as Brahman is attributeless* Brahman itself cannot 
bo the object of avldya as it is self-luminous* 

It is not the locus of avidvl as it is attributeless* 
Avidva cannot exist at all without a locus and an object, thus 
avidva itself is untenable and consequently it is non-existent 
within the framework of the Advaita school • 


When avidva itself cannot have any place in the Advaita 
school* the view that attributes of Brahman are the outcome of 






81* 


I Anuvyakhyana , p.3. 

-__ f „y _ —-- Madhva - Upadhikhandana 

3 Tc^T> 5 ^«W 3 T«lgt:T? 7 i rf / “* 2 -—^3 iTT 

\ r\ OO N _ ^n. ' 

3rT^ra l7> / u' ' t « Fl R-f’ 

a ^-4 pWfd TR oi -j aeri <^.<.-717, *70 jr 

^ r ' v _ _ 
RcR->t<?l$ I £|ct^7fcfw I 3-1-7? o?TiQ^3j^n^lHMw^T7jMU^ 
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Jayatlrtha, UpadhikhandanatIka , p.317. 
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avldva also beeosa©3 untenable. as they are not the outcome of 
avifiva it is not tenable to say that they are previously known 
by sakqin. Moreover# the concept of sakuin itself ia placed 
out of court by the refutation of avldya * Thus the view that 

th© sfrufcl # B Svam dharman „*» M Just repeats ( anuvadati ? attributes 
to deny them later# is unfounded* these points have been set 
forth in the original works of the ovaita school* ftadhusudena 
saraavati has ignored these points in his defence of attribute- 
lessness of Brahman and refutation of viifeqa. 


5* Madhuaudana Sarasvatl says that the unique nature ©f 
given things accounts for th© fact© put forward by the Pvaitlne. 
But what is that unique nature? It is nothing but gun* # etc* 
attributes of a substance* Therefore# Madhusudana SarasvetX's 
answer means that guqa etc* attributes account feu: th* faess 
in question* This is no answer at all to the question a* to 

how gaga is unknown while gugln is known when they «r* identical* 

62 • 

Th© Tarangini raises a very crucial point against wadhusudan* 

;3arasvatl*s view# St says even the uniqueness of respect!** 

* 63 

attributes is not possible without Vlsesa • 

62 "he 'Par&rnlfli is a commentary on l\-yayamr;ta of Vya v*t irfha 
* by a scholar known as Raroaearya. Ho has wr J t:ten the f "aran ~ixnl 
as a reply to the Advaitasiddhi of fiidhusudona oara&vati* 

^j) : ) 

Ramacarya# Taranqigl # p»333« 
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6« Hadhusudana sarasvatl says# there is no criterion t»o 
decide that 9 difference* is principal and Vlsoga is At» 
pratinidhi. 

To this the Taraflglqi replies there is no controversy 

so far as •difference* is concerned. it is accepted by ail. 

this acceptance by all A© a sufficient criterion to decide 

that difference As principal • But there is controversy about 

Vlseqa . The Mvaitin himself is contending against it. There* 

65 

fore# it is not principal • 

Another answer to Madhusudana Sarasvatl*s objectloc way 
be noted. Difference and Vldezja cannot be on the same footing. 
Difference is recognised by all as a matter of logical swosssity. 
That logical necessity is to answer the question why things are 
as they are. After the acceptance of this difference ant its 
application in understanding the ontology of the universe certain 
other questions like the one pertaining to substance «nd attri¬ 
butes axis©. To solve this# Vi^Wqa is needed. And only that 
power in things which is responsible for certain judgments 
implying difference is called by the name Vltfsqa. The basic 
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idea behind the conception oS Vl^a Ae to solve certain problem* 
in the absence of difference* the conception of difference le 
prior ami fundamental# tahile the necessity for the concept of 
Vi^ei^a arises only after the conception of difference. 3hey 

»» o c*c» 

cannot# therefore# be placed on the same footing* therebore# 
difference must be principal and Vi^e^a should be the sub* 
stitute* 

7* ha regards the contention that difference can be the 
nratinidhi of identity and that there i® no need for Vi&ee # 
the answer is very simple* Difference cannot be conceived 
a© the representative of identity because difference and 
identity are mutually opposed to each other* The nature o£ 
opposition is on© of the killer and the killed* 

8 & 9* The eighth and ninth argument* of MatV»u*udan* 
Sarasvatl dismissing the syllogisms and perceptual experience* 
adduced as proof of Vi^e^a# r.viy be easily refuted by the re¬ 
futation of avidya which is done by Madhva and hie follower* 
in their works* When avidva is refuted the ayllogietm mkSuced 

by VyasafcXrfcha will hold good and perception will remain one 
of the strongest proofs in favour of viaeqa * lb© refutation 
of avAdva has basts given in detail while answering the fourth 
point of Madhusudana sarasvatl ( supra # p*i55>* 
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The Ramanuja school holds the view that substance and 
attributes are different as in the Nyaya-Vai^e^ika school. 
But unlike the Nyaya-Vaise^ikas who accept the relation of 
samavava between them# it does not accept a separate relation 
between substance and attributes. It is explained that sub¬ 
stance and attributes are mutually related by virtu© of their 
3 

own nature • All the judgments which apparently presuppose 
some relation between substance and attributes occur by the 

4 

very nature of substance and attributes • Attribute* are 


always inseparable from their substrate. This inseparability 

5 

itself is called a relation between substance and attributes . 



'3. Jim5 totti(?t? ^^i i 

^ o' Ibid * t p.713. 




Ibid./ p.590. 
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By this proposition this school successfully overcome* the 
infinite regress of relations as in the case of samavaya and 
thus easily defends the view of difference between substance 
and attributes* 


This school also holds that 1 difference* is not a separate 
entity. ‘Difference*# in this school# is defined as that which 
opposes the superimposition. For instance# pothood of pot 
opposes the superimposition of anything on pot* Therefore# 
pothood is "difference* between pot and other things* The same 
pothood opposes any superimposition on itself and therefore pot- 
hood is the •difference* between itself and other things * 

The difference which is the svaruna of pothood accounts 

for the difference between itself and pot and other things and 

also between pot and cloth* This power of ’difference* is 

7 

called self-sufficiency • By this power of self-sufficiency 
the regress of ‘difference* is also avoided* 


If ’difference* is svaruna of pothood how are the two 

■ Hufrw — u— ina*—w i**if* 1 1 n 1 h i m Hi* flu n fcli w w ft lh wi ^ *i ^ ii w i n ww w «|»I- n « I \ «i ■■■——' ■ ■ ■ ■ " * ,Mp y Mi <ii « 

7\\ £r^ j ^u-ot Zai^ir, Gf)2!) 
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_ r> \ \ . 

fSRTTu-f ^fZf :) 


Ibid ., p.604, 
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\ 
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Ibid./ p.604. 
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words toheda and ghafcjatva non-synonyms? How Is the us* of 
genitive case on the word ghatatva in the sentence ghstsfcwaay* 
bhedate which is indicative of ‘difference * between ghafc^t ws 
and faheda justified? 

*211® tradition of Ramanuja school answers these question# 
in the following ways the word bhsda is ® general terra w'-eress 
the word ghatatva is specific* Therefore they are nan- 
synonymous* The use of genitive case ia only by courtesy or 

aupacarika . Thus there is no difficulty in accepting tft« vis* 

of 'difference* explained above* 

Thus the view of difference between substance and attri¬ 
butes appears to be sound in the Ramanuja school and in tois 
case the Bvalta concept of Vl^gse would have no place* 

But on a closer examination it appears that the questions 
that how bhsda and gnatatva are non-synonyis® and how the genitive 
is affixed to the word ghatjafcva? do not receive satisfactory 
explanation* Vyasatirtha has given a clue to such an examina¬ 
tion in his Mandaramaftlari on Jayatirtha** commentary on 
Upadhikhsn^ana of Madhva* 

Vyasafeirtim’s clue: Vyasatirtha first present* fchs view 
to be examineds In the usage ghataaya svarupaft# ev arup* 
is general and gbata is particular* By this capacity of being 
general and particular? they are non-synonyms and therefore 
they are not identical and thus cannot prove Vise fra , lixamtaiiig 
this point Vyasatirtha ask© whether the word svarapa in the 
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usage gha^asya svarupam stands for the avaruoa of pot or for 
the avarupa aS some other thing or for the svarura in u*«M*r*l« 
If it is the svarupa of pot# then# that being ©pocifie# the 
view that it is general is wrong* The second alternative is 


Untenable as the svaruce of sous© other thing cannot be related 
to ‘this* ghata * the relation with which is denoted by the 
genitive in the word ghata * The third alternative fchet evernee 

is general 1® also untenable as there is ho on© svague* eoisoen 
to all entities aa the acceptance of such a coratww? ©vague* lead* 

s 

to the absurdity of all thing® being one • 


\fj (i o£\ c f f\2 : 2Ttfn'Tf ff\M fti r P/^ : I ^' r > 
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c cA ZT^I ?rfc\ " SCm>T^i RirKhh ^ ’A ! ^* 1 1 ? "' 


n n 
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•Following this clue# the present argument of ttm 
scnool my be ok amlned in the following w&ys In tb* usage, 
ghathtvasya tohedah# does the word fohada stand for the tohecSa of 

twwwr u ww 0 m m rwnn m rm muttm mammm mmmrnmmmm 

ghotatva or for the bheda of soma other thing or for the femeda 
in general* If it is tofoada of ghatjatva# then# that toeing 
specific* the view that it is general is wrong* “She second 
alternative is untenable as bheda &£ ao<m other thing cannot toe 
related to this ghatatva the relation with which la denoted toy 
the genitive ease in the word gfcat^afcva# The third alternative 
that ghotafcva is general is also untenable as there la no ene 

" «wwt»ii>nerrwr n iwen-ott* 

toheda conmm to all entities as the acceptance of such a cmmrnn 

factor is fallacious* Madhva, in bis Anuuvakhvima * prove* that 

no dfoarma is general and there are m many dharmaa a* there ere 

the substrata* He says dharmas like naratva are known to toe 

different from substratum « Jayatlrtha puts this in « 

10 

syllogistic form * 


Minor term «* The dhariaas, Haratva * etc* 

Major term ~ are not general 

Middle term -- because they are cognised even when an indi¬ 
vidual nara etc* * is cognised. 

JX ^N. ■* \ v » 

9* a 'i ^(€l!pjli H C7-ci i% "P-r'i \ Anuvyakhyana , p.78. 
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! Hyayasudha , p.370. 
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Concomitance - that dharma which is general is not cognised 

when an individual entity is cognised like 
doutoleness. Doubleness, being a dharnvp <*£ 
two entities,, does not appear whan one thing 
alone is cognised. 

According to this concomitance if naratva i© a common dharaai 

it should not foe cognised when one nay a is seen. But it Is 

cognised* Therefore, it is not a common dharma . Madhva 

quotes a 4ruti also which unambiguously says that dharma* ore 

11 

different from substratum to substratum • 

The dharmaa are not general for yet another reason, accord¬ 
ing to Jayatirtha. As the form etc. ( rupadi ) dharmas which are 
found differently from person to person naratva is also foiaad 

differently from person to person. Therefore, naratva is not 

„ 15 

common like form ( ruoadl ) etc. * Therefore, it tsust be 
specific difference belonging to ghatafcva . That difference 
being identical with ghatatva tfao question of non-synonymsuenaas 


11 * p ->C>1 «Yl TfW "M ) 

o f? C' 

" p|«iT^-u f, l^l^i ~Vf j U 1 
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Anuvyakhyana , p.78 
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■and the use of genitive case are not properly accounted for in 
the Ramanuja school • Hence vislegfca is the only plausible 
solution for ouch difficulties. 

Ramanuja*s view of difference between substance and 
at tributes is untenable a 

> mms mf mtttmmmmmrnmm i mmmmm m Mm m mmmmm mamcun m — w » 

That substance and attributes are not obtainable sep¬ 
arately is the chief argument in favour of identity of substance 
and attributes.. When once this identity stands e&tabliefead 
Visesa becomes necessary to sustain their non-synonym©u*«ee*. etc. 
Venkatanatfta in his Tattvarouktafralapa has refuted the view of 
identity between substance and attributes proved on the ground 
of their non-Gbtainability separately. He says that «uch non- 

difference is opposed to perception. Our perception peroaive* 

13 

•difference* only between substance and attributes . But 

this refutation does not hold good because dhar»a and ahaatal 

are not established separately by perception. Even the Rawsnuj* 

school admits this when it says that substance and non-ouisstance 

14 

are ap^fchaksiddha • Thus when the perception doe* not gasreeive 
difference how can identity foe contradicted by perception? 

l3m @?:R^n‘ im-ST^p y c M4frc?nn ilprpT.1, : 

V _ \ % 

'ym'ai |cfl - ( Tattvamuktikalapa , p.598. 

)^. y^ui) j 

Tattvamuktakallpa Sarvarthaslddhl , p.590. 
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Therefore# this argument cannot be refuted by the Ramanuja 
school• 


Vi^e5,a will have to be accepted by the Ramanuja schools 


Even if ’difference* between substance and attributes is 
conceded in the instances like pot and its mass, ’identity' is 
inescapable in certain other instances. The instance of a 
pot and its svaruna is one such. The svarupa of pot can in 
no way be different from pot for in that case pot would become 
inconceivable. Therefore# the identity of pot and its searupa 
must be accepted even by the Ramanuja school. Consequently# 
Viile^a would be the only way to explain non-synonymoucnes* 

OMWnMMMMII 

and the use of genitive case. 

The Ramanuja school holds the view that Brahman is 
endowed with infinite number of attributes. But It hold* that 

those attributes are different but inseparable from Brahmen. 

15 

as the difference, in the words of Dr. Magaraja Parma , ’would 

1 fi 

degrade Brahman to the level of the finite" it cannot b* 


15. R. Magaraja Sarma# Reign of Realism in Indian Philosophy , 

The National Press# Madras# 1937# p.5G8. *” 

16, If Brahman's attributes are different from Brahman toe 
question whether they are insentients ( Jada l 1 or sentients 
( Cetana ) arises, in case of first alternative it would 
amount to saying that Brahman is associated with 
prakr«ta gu«jas which would consequently make Brahman 

imperfect. Therefore the attributes must be held to be 
sentients and the perfect Cetana being one# attributes 
mist be identical with Brahman. Though attributes are 
identical with Brahman their innumerability is explained 
by Vi^esa. Xnnumerability and bheda are not invariable 

concomitants. 
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accepted, when thus# identity is to be accepted perforce oy the 
Ramanuja school, the school is obliged to accept vitfe^e ai jo* 

w<w«wM i wwet 

Otherwise the question as to how it is possible to maintain this 
identity along with the conceptual and verbal description if 
difference o£ attributes found in the sacred text and tradition 
a© well as experience, cannot be. answered. 

While Ramanuja school has emphasised the points which 
indicate difference between substance and attribute®, it h*» 
not taken a purposeful cognisance of facts which favour their 
identity alsoo Mo doubt It has tried to explain them by spying 
that they are together by fchelr very nature. But this resort 
to nature does not solve all the difficulties. The problem of 
infinite regress in respect of abhldheyafcva , sramayetva and 
other cases remains unsolved as in samavava . There 1© no escape 
from recognising identity and Vise^a in these instances^ viAieh 
has the advantage of laghava in logical assumptions. 

Parakalayat i * s refutation of Vi^es^a examined : 

The identity of substance and attributes is established 
by the Dvaifca school on the basis of samanadnl'karapya cognition 
and o£ the separate non-obtainability of substance and its 
attributes (c.g., the cloth and its whiteness), Hi As view of 
identity together wich Viseo c a has the support of aJU fc«e three 
proof a (pramaqas) . 

v ij^yXndr& A * t one of the great exponents of the bvsuta 

17. C.1514-1595 A e D* See History of the rva.ita school of 

Vedanta and its Literature* by Dr. B. mIkT SharmaV VoU'*!, 
Pirsir^Htionr*T96ip.T&9. 
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school has refuted the Ramanuja classification of the categories 
as substance and non-substenne in the light of the Dvsita view 
of identity between substance and attributes. 

— IS — „ 

Parakalayatl » an exponent of the Ramanuja school has 

s 

refuted Vijayindra*© refutation of the classification of tn« 
categories as substance and non-substance. An examination of 

that refutation is necessary here* as it involves the refuta¬ 
tion of Viiftas.a also. The following is the summary of hie argu¬ 
ments in this respect: 


samaaadhikaranya cognition such as nllo 
apprehends adjectiveness and substanfeiveness ot blueness and 
pot respectively* Adjaetiveness and substantiv«m«#« are 
possible only in case of difference between the two. Thu# 
saaianadhikararjya cognition cannot stand as a proof for identity 
between substance and attributes • 


Paratealayati goes further and says that there i» a clear 
proof of the efrufcl and the perception regarding the difference 
between substance and attributes. The afeutl is "yadacna rtafeltajH 

A.D,1676-1737. He is known as Periya Parakalaswami I 
in the tradition of Parakala Mutt. 

D. Krishnaiyangar. Sri Parakalamathada Vaibhava , 

Sri Parakala Mutt, Mysore, 1973, p.14 (introduction). 


r^Ot>\|c^)«=i ^Tl^crTPr ^rl ? ( R -rOjspTf 

rx X v 

) 


„_^ \ V 

C> ,_ N V_ - - ._ 

rf'M) 2^2,) ^CngLH^cSf 


Parakalayati. Vilayindra Parajaya , VDVS, Mysore, 3972, p.12. 
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rupajhtQlasastadrupara tf yacchuklarh tadagam# yafkranam tadanrs&gys * 

There la a perception that blue colour is produced ay 

heat in the white pot. T.E attributes are identical, colour* 

cannot foe changed without changing or destroying fene substance. 

Therefore# this perception establishes the difference between 

21 

substance and its attributes • 

h modern scholar Jalihal ifrinivasacarya of E*harwsd -a&n 

has refuted the above arguments and defended the rsvait* view. 

He says# “the apprehension of substantiveness and adjective- 

ness is only due to a relation between the substantive and the 

adjective, What is that relation? It cannot be ♦contact* a* 

It can obtain only between two things which appear separately 

like two fingers* It is not samavava as it is not acceptable 

to the Ramanuja school. It cannot be vis.a yavisaylbh&va a# if 

does not obtain between pot and its colour* therefore# the 

relation must be one of identity. Thus the Ramanuja schosl 

roust accept that the saraanadhikaraqya cognition apprehends 

22 

identity between substance and attributes • 

20 . 

Chandogyopanisad. 6-4-1. 

erf r^fj^cy <ryf{}/ r ^VT'2^P L lT 

rp*~ Vi/jaylndra Para jaya , p.12. 



(Continued on p.17-1) 
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Tne possessive case o£ tue word Agn< ^ etc. in the >guti 
sentence quoted by Parakaiayati a® a proof regarding difference 
between substance and attributes can foe explained as in the 
instance of gftafcasya svarupam with the help of Viafo^a, Her* 
the svaruoa is not different from ghata* Still possessive 

the indicative of difference in gh a%a , has been used, this 
cannot but be explained with the help of Viafetta , 'One ^rut-1 
in question may also foe interpreted in fcho same manner, There¬ 
fore that does not standi as a proof to prove difference between 

23 

substance and attributes • 


Moreover, the gfeufci in question cannot foe taken in isola¬ 
tion from other &ruti sentences. There are a&ruil texts' 1-4 
(quoted supra# pp.36-39) which unmistakably support idem,ity 
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and Vfses.a between substance ana attributes. tn order to 
maintain consistency o£ thought in the smfufcis * the present ifmti 
should be interpreted in a manner which does not centredict 
others. That interpretation certainly does not go in favour of 
difference between substance and attributes. 


The evidence of perception advanced by Paralcilayati is 

also untenable. Pas, the very usage '‘sfukle ghatj#" i« a 

simanadltlbaranya usage and it# therefore# weans identity between 

sfokla and ghata . As blue colour is produced in place of white# 

difference also should be accepted between the two. Therefore* 

in such places both identity and difference suist be accepted 

and Vi^e^a should be recognised to facilitate the consistence of 

two contradictory factors* The evidence of perception is not# 

2S 

therefore# against the acceptance of identity . 


Parakalayati has advanced an inference to prove tNe 


26 


difference between substance and attributes. 


Th© inference is; 
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Minor terra - Colour and other at tributes© 

Major term - are different from their substratum 

< adhikarana ) 

W wawnwumMuwiMMi,, 

Middle terra - for# they are produced and destroyed# 

while their substratum remains as it iau 

The inference rsny appear to be right at first slight, ,3ut on * 

close examination it is found to be ridden with fallacies* 

Certain attributes remain in or with substance as long as tne 

latter exists* The middle terra does not apply t© such cases 

and thus the middle terra suffers from the fallacy of partial 

27 

non-existence in the minor terra . in the case of attribute* 
which do not last as long as their substratum lasts* iiffar- 
©nee is accepted* Therefore the inference suffers from the 
fallacy of partial Siddhasadhanata . When the bvaitin say* 
that difference between substance and attributes is seespeed 
in the above said instance it should not be mistaken that he 
accepts only difference* He accepts both difference and 
identity* Vi^esja stands there to prevent the contradiction 
of difference and identity. 

Another main objection of Parakalayati isr A blind 
person who has the perception of smell has a doubt about the 
substratum of smell* In the same way# ho ba3 doubt about tha 

27 ■ wn t S4-;i 
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colour os the substratum though ho knows the substratum by 

touch. ibis doubt and certainty at the same time would bm 

contradictory In the ease of identity of substance and it* 

attributes. Therefore# the difference between them must be 
29 

accepted. 


This argument is untenable because the antenati!ity of 

absolute difference (resulting in separate appearances life*- two 

fingers) is not removed by this argument. Only the uratsnability 

of absolute identity Is shown. in the lignt of the unt<*rt ability 

of both absolute identity and absolute difference the qualified 

*50 

identity is the only reasonable solution* • Therefore# the 
argument criticising identity between substance and its attribute* 
does not hold water. Another sweeping criticism against identity 
advanced by Parakalayati is: Visea.a of the D wait a school is 
equal to avidva of the Advaita school. To explains The Jadgwsnt 
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of difference regarding substance and Its attributes which, are 

Identical In reality# Is possible by the knowledge of difference 

between them. This knowledge of difference is an illusion as 

difference is not real. Therefore# all souls Iron Brahma** 

down to one's preceptor would have to be illusion-ridden# is 

they arrive at such judgments. Xf viVe^a is held responsible 

for such usages# it amounts to saying that Vlifena is responsible 

for giving rise to the false knowledge. Therefore# Vlseagi 

31 

is like avidva of the Advaita school • 

This sweeping charge suffers from want of correct 
appraisal of Visesa » Viseta is based on the firm ground of all 

the three prairSnas (sm XX Chapter). Besides an examination of 
certain popular usages made by both bouklkaa and Valdlkas would 
show how this charge la groundless. There are usages aueh as 
•©evadatta is lion 1 ( Slrefoo Davad attain ) and *a fistful of 
kusagrass is the sacrificer* ( yajamanah prastarah ). The usage 
indicates identity between lion and Devadatta in the first and 
vaiataana and orastara in the second. But there is no identity 
between them as a matter of fact. Therefore# all loukikas 
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valdlkas would have to bo branded as illusion-ridden. 

Wita As quit® impossible. Therefor®# the reason for atusto « 

usage has to be found out, Naturally# the reason should 

tee similarity between the lion and Devadatta and a relation 

between prastara and yajaciana, Such usages are explained 

through similarity or other relations on account of imt enahi 1 ity 

of identity and validity of difference. In the same mmttr 

in usages showing difference between substance and attributes 

where difference is invalid and identity la valid# a certain 

other fast which is responsible for the reference of difference 

is to tee found and that fact is called Vjae ga by the tevaita 

school. Recourse to viseaa is quite in keeping with the 

32 

practice of interpreting well-known usages * Whan identity 
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of substance and attributes is established beyond doubt and 
arguments in favour of their absolute difference are refuted 
and proper authority for Vlses/i is shown# there is no reason 
to reject it or equate it with avidva . 'This has bean co»> 
clusively done in the first chapter particularly Cpp.5~9) and 
in subsequent chapters occasionally (pp. 87-90, 166-167)« 

An examination of the refutation of the perceptive 
authority proving vinega r 

Vl{ae%& is based on the perceptive authority according to 

the Dvaita school* It proves this in the following eaanecs 

there is a judgment * threads are cloth* • This is sa*£nidhl~ 

karaqya judgment • If two words denote an absolutely Idancleal 

thing# samanadhikarpya judgment does not obtain there* Fee 

34 

example# ther© is no judgment as *pot la pot* • Here two 
words denote an absolutely identical thing# that la# pot. 

Kor the sananadhikara§ya judgment arises with reference to 

teMeHeMMSteeeMiiMBeHaMiiHMteMMMe 

absolutely different things as we have no usage as * pat is 
cloth* 35 . Therefore# we have to understand that sSmanidhi- 

karanya usage denotes identity with some additional factor in 

mv mi iiiwi e&MPHp 

the things* That additional factor is vises.© . ihus the 
perceptive judgment ’threads are cloth* stands as a proof in 
respect of Vjg*e&a * 

33* Q2: 
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Parakaiayati refutes this# giving a different reason for 
the above said samanadhlkaranya usage. He says that there are 
?>rakaras-t antutva and patatva . -me substratum of these 

prakarfeg is on® and the same. Satsanadhikaragya usage is 
due to this oneness of the substratum of two erakaras . As 
gha$atva and kalastetva are not two different prakaras . there is 
no ^^Q^^karapya usage as *pot is pot* ( gfratar, kalaSto) 34 . 

this objection is answered as follows t 

if the substratum of threadness and clothness is Identical 
which means threads and cloth are identical, why do threads not 
perform the functions of cloth? That they do not do so is 
known by experience. Therefore# absolute or unqualified identity 
between the substratum and threadneas and clothness is set yecfsibie. 
Hence# som© factor which accounts for such non-functioning# in 
spite of identity of the substratum has to be taken to be operat¬ 
ing in threads. That factor is Viseta . Thus the perceptual 

judgment ’threads are cloth* is a sufficient proof of the 
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existence of Viafeaa 37 . 

Parakalayati has not noticed the points ra«4a by the 
Bvaita school about the perceptibility of Virfewi# especially in 
Jayatirfcha’s tftravasudha (gee supra# Chapter II# pp»26-32). 
Perceptibility of Vlafesja stands proved by these argument*. 
Parakalayati* © explanation of samanadhlkareoyavyavahaga „ in 
respect of identity of substratum having different nraKSras 
does not in any way disprove the necessity of recognising 
Vldfes.a * For# when substrata are identical for whatever oeaeea 
the non-synonymousne3S of term© like nata and asakla has to be 
explained# This could be only due to operation of sows power 
in the things itself* That is Visfe^a* 


On Parakalayati * s Observation that thsreadness sad osLofeh* 
ness are two different nraklras whereas ghatatva and keladatv* 
are not# it may be asked : Threads and cloth are absolutely 
identical as ghata and kalaia are* There is no difference 

■ m i— n —mi 11 mi m tinnwia 

An their identity* Then# why ia it that there are no two 
orakaras as ghat^atva and kala^atva while there are twe »r«ic5rat 
as tantutva and patfttva * There must be some basis for tests 
difference in the two instances* That is Vise^a * 
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Parakalayati accepts Identity of substratum of ghatafcva 

and auiaatva , If the identity of substratum in respect m£ 

*threadness 5 and 'clothness* is similar to the one of gbaf^a 

and kalaja , samanadnikaranya cognition in regard to them would 

be untenable as there is no such cognition in the other case 

of ghata and fealatfa . Therefore, it must be conceded trust 

there is some peculiarity in the Identity of ghatja and 4nhX* 

as distinguished from the one of gfrata and kalaa'a . The 

38 

peculiarity is videos » 

ho only the operation of Viaesa gives rise to samamadlhi« - 
karanya cognition* it can be taken to be proved by perception 
in so far as its effect is open to perception. 


£n examination of the refutation of Arthapafti 
in favour off Vid’e^jas 


That the difference between substance and its attributes 
is untenable has been established by fcne refutation off sasuvava . 
The difference is refuted on the ground that thsy are mot 
cognised apart from each other like the two fingers, when 
identity thus stands established, however, in order to explain 
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certain judgnssnta and usages indicative of difference between 
them Vi^sqa has to be pressed into service. This argument is 
known as Arthaoattl . 

Parakalayatl seeks to refute this position as follows* 
There cannot be the absence of the knowledge of whiteness when 
there is knowledge of cloth# because the knowledge of cloth 
itself would be the knowledge of its attributes# in case of 
their identity. as regards absence of the knowledge of the 
whiteness# Parakalayatl says it Is due to the absence of contact 
of the eyes with the colour which is the cause for the knowledge 
of the white colour* 

This objection is met in the following manner* 

That inseparability is the cause for identity is well* 
known. Such inseparability is there between whiteness and 
cloth. Therefore# they are identical. As the causal complex 
for the cognition of cloth and of the cognition of whits colour 
is the same it follows that if the cloth is cognised it* white 
colour also should be cognised. aut it is not. Therefore# 
fch© contingency that the white colour should be cognised e»«n 
without the contact of eye as the cloth is cognised without 
such contact# (but by the touch) is inescapable. To overcome 
this contingency son® factor which accounts for such non** 
cognition has to be recognised in the cloth. That factor is 
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videos 
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Th 0 Dvaita school advances the following Arthaostti argu¬ 
ment to prove vi^aag,. we have, In our experience# certain 
judgments like aamavava Is related; aajWoaa is related; aetti 
has aafcta; "the difference is different*# ‘time is eternal; 

*space is everywhere*• these judgments are uncontradicted* 
hn analysis of each of these shows the need for videos to account 
for their validity* 


1* the judgment aamavava is related means that samavaya 
embodies a relation just as a pot embodies in itself the relation 
of aamavava between its quality and itself * What is that rela¬ 
tion? It cannot be safevoaa as it obtains only between two sub¬ 
stances and as aamavava is not a substance either* railing 
safevoga it must be taken to be saiaavava * But saawvaye is 
numerically one according to the Nyaya-Vai^e*ikas • Therefore# 
we must say saiaavava abides in itself* This 'abiding in* 
presupposes adharadheyabhava which in its turn presupposes 
difference between Sahara and Sdheva . But in the case of 
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judgment under consideration one and the same ssmavav* ia teaing 
spprehenSed as adhara and adheya* iherefora# the qyeetiesi arises 

as to how the adharadheyahhava in respect o£ the same thing 
is possible* We cannot dismiss the judgment aa wrong as there 
is no contradiction of it later* A solution has therefor to 
be found for this apparent illogicality o£ this valid jud^asnt. 
That solution is visage . Vilena is a power to account for 
judgments showing difference where difference does not exist aa 
a matter of fact* Even granting a plurality of aamavSva* the 
above judgment cannot be logically explained, for, the assua^* 

I 

tion of a second samavaya in first would necessarily lead to the 
assumption of a third aamavaya in the second and so on regree- 
sively* Therefore# we have to stop at some point and accept 
that samavSva acts both as adhara and adheya , in this context 
the recognition of Vlseqa would be unavoidable. 

2* The judgment 1 aafovoaa is related* has to face the same 
difficulty* Sa&yoaa can ba related to a substance by samevava . 
Than the question of the relation between samavava and aaawoaa 
arises* If that relation is samavSva it leads to infinite 
regress. In addition# those who do not recognise samavjya 
as a category also have the judgment safoyoga is related* They 
cannot explain the judgment with the help of samavlya . If 
a second saiwoaa is accepted it leads to infinite regrass* 
Therefore safovoaa and its relation must be said to be one and 
the same* The question of validity of sdhlradheyabiiaya arises 
in this case* Vltfesa is the only solution to it* 
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3* fSa© judgment 'existence ha® existence in it* also is 
open to either infinite regress or the untenability c£ 
adharadhoyabhava . the acceptance of numerical oneness oi 
“existence® ( satta ) is necessary to ensure the validity of the 
judgment. 

4. 'She Judgment 'difference is different' means an attribute 
®difference' exists in a substratum 'difference*. This deans 
there are two 'differences'. Then the question of relation* 
ship between substratum 'difference' and attribute 'diffeatnee* 
arises. If the relation is on® of third 'difference 1 it would 
lead to the assun^tion of an endless series of *differences*. 
Therefore, we must assume that there is no difference between 
difference and its substratum, but they are Identical, T» 
explain the judgment showing adharadhevabhava between 'differ* 
once* and its substratum Vlsesa is to be necessarily reserved 
to. 

$ & 6. the judgments 'tin® is eternal* and 'space is *vsry* 
where* refer to the being of fin© in time and space in space 
respectively. But as time and space are numerically on® *uch 
statements are# apparently# logically untenable. But they are 
valid judgments. Hence some factor other than difference 
which can preserve their validity must be assumed to be existing 
in time and space. That factor is Vi4eq,a . 

The need to accept a power# functioning in place of 
actual 'difference* in things# to rationalise the above 
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judgments which ar© apparently untenable lease ue to the accept 
tance of the category of Vises^a . 

Parakalayati gives a different interpretation to tHwee 
Judgments and proves their validity without yiaeea * Hie argu¬ 
ments may be summarised in the following manner: l£ the 
^existence** means generality { satta ) tlie judgment 4 existence 
has existence* would mean that existence ia related to tint 
and space* If the word 9 satta * itself mean# relation to *pae* 

and time# the judgment would mean that space ia related be time 

40 

and time is related to space * 

As satta and time and satta and space are mutually 
different# the judgment indicating the difference ie valid*. $e 
there is no need to recognise vises* there* In the sauna 
was? space and time are different and the judgment ia valid by 
virtue of this difference only* 

the judgment ’time is eternal* means the continuous £1aw 
of things that come into being in the natural coma of saawwia* 
etc* The judgment ‘space is everywhere* ( desgfo aagvatra ) rmnkm 

. . . 
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a particular property seen at a particular place la found is 
other place also » According to these two interpret at ions* 
tira© does not exist in time and space does not exist in space. 
Therefore# there is no need to recognise viaene t© account for 



vie may now examine these arguments. The statement 
“existence has existence* ( satta satI ) means the universal 
•existence* has a relation with space and time. Her# the 
question as to how or by what relation that relation resists in 
the universal *existence* ( safcta ) has to be answered. The 
acceptance of another relation for this purpose would result 
in m infinite regress. Therefore# it must he concluded that 
the time-space relation is not related to the universal ’exist- 
once ( aatta ) by some other relation. They (the time-space 
relation ami the universal •existence* safcta ) are mutually 
Identical and therefore# there is no need to go in for another 
relation. This makes it clear that viseqa Is necessary te 
account for Judgments of difference in respect ©2 them ( a acta ) 
and the space-fciras relation. 

In the second interpretation too the same difficulty of 
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of relation and space and the relation and time cant rents its* 
To get over it identity between the relation on the ©**• hand 
and the time and space on the other should be admitted* Con* 
aeqpently ViMa also should he admitted 42 . Regarding th* 
interpretation of th© judgment ’time is eternal* the t*val*a 
school says# the being of time in time is essential# for# tins 
la considered to be the cause of all effects* The definition 
of cause is that which exists in the immediate preceding 
isoflsant of the birth of an effect. This implies that the ties 
exists in time* Otherwise# the fact of being the cause could 
not be sustained# 

Emm the judgment *pot is in time* can be interpreted 
as the existence of pot in uoadhis caused by the time and thus 
the being of pot in time my be denied# But such a denial is 
against the fact# If pot is proved not to be existing la 
time it would cease to be an existent as ' existence * mean* 
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existing in feint© • 

Moreover# there are no upadhis caused fey the inpact of 
time during the period o S world destruction. And then the 

a. 

prediction "time *is* always" (kalat^ sada asti) will hate m 
meaning. 44 . 

The interpretation of the expression * space is every¬ 
where* also is wrong# for the judgment 'pot in space* ( dais 
ghatah) could also be interpreted similarly as the pot having 
a particular quality seen at a particular place. Consequently# 
the pot would become non-existent# for# the existence means 
* being in space* * 

thus as the Interpretation of the above judgments offered 
by Parakalayati is defective# the Bvaifca interpretation has to 
be considered and this consideration# obviously leads to the 

■" r\ \i c 

&4. Hpi 3TiC^HvTk77 I 3TT^>pr! =pr? OirWm itfZQqyj 4 ^ , 

QlbiTyiSsZTJnfy 

•fn^rrw|§^ 3i ifafa- 

p rr ? 1^1 fa c?« i ^Tunff^ yj <fi & y ? r )s- ^ j 

^ ? Ibid ., p.85. 

hh< <& Z(itfafanTi ^'^/rTTi 
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acceptance of 

examination of Parakalavatl 9 a refutation of Arthipattl 
argument baaed on the Gratis : 

"Nena nanasti kiftcana* * **Svem dharrain pi^thak 
pa^yanstanGvanuvidhavati” . Them are sentence* free the 

Katfta Upanlsad . According to the Dvaita interpretation tie 
sentences negate any difference between Brahman and It* attri¬ 
butes and also among attributes themselves. there are# how¬ 
ever# judgments and usages which seem to disclose the presence 
of some difference between Brahman and its attributes, such 
statements# made about a being in which there is no difference 
in reality# would naturally suggest the presence of virfs%* in 
Brahman. otherwise the reference to a variety of attributes 
would make no sense. The Dvaita interpretation of such texts 
has already been dealt with earlier. ParekSlsyati gives his 
own interpretation of this dratl and refutes vtafssau 

ParakalayatA •a interpretations 

1. He who understands and contemplates mare dharm&s without 

contemplating their substratum or gurjln would just experts*®* 

or feel dharmaa alone and would not have the experience of 

45 

Srahmaun# or the knowledge of Brahman . 

45 ‘qrn^l ^V,<^ JrpiTi pirn rT)Vj iM P’tp-ifi > 

' r_ \ o' r- c" r 

ffl ^ ^ pi 


VIlavindrapareley* . p*i3* 
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2* The rain water falling on the top of a hill flow* doim 
to places other than the mountain* In the same way one who 
contemplates only a few dharnsa while learning a particular 
branch of vldya would know and experience all the innumerable 
dharmaa 4 6 . 

The very word dharma and the plural form of it shew that 
attributes are different from Brahman. If they are not different, 
they cannot be dharmaa , but will be dharml only. «or can they 
be many in number as the dharrni is one* If gui^aa are identical 
with Brahman# they will not be dharmas of Brahman. Se much as, 

the Bpasana of gugas would be false and one would be driven to 

«* 47 

admit that a false unaaana would confer liberation • 

The first interpretation is far fetched, for# there is 

46. 3^)7 ■q'ifd ptfRp £l<?f £ 

oara fcrnrn$ (o' ^^-70^0507^3,^7 

fjfcfPTj{^^Gn^TfTHiQ | ibid ., p.14. 
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no scope or possibility of ucassna of aero attributes leaving 
out the possessor of such attributes* A prohibition witboat 
a possibility of occurrence of such uoaaana is out of order*®* 

In the second interpretation the interpretation of she 

word Parvafce^u to mean "places other than mountain" is against 

grammar* The instance in the Upeniajad clearly indicates the 

downfall and therefore the sentence under our consideration 

should mean the downfall of one who practises the upaaanS of 

mere gugas* How can the contemplation of a particular gugss 

in a particular vidva bring the knowledge and experience of all 

49 

innumerable dharmaa? 

ha far as the third objection# the plurality of dhanaas 
and the usage of the word dhanaa in spite of its teeing identical 
with dharral# can be explained by Vlsfegs* Vissna , as has slrssdy 
been proved# is capable of accommodating dharoas in spits «£ 


43* 


4^ iuJTl01 R|44310 rl 0<R14,0 1 xiTT 
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toeing identical with the dharmi * Hence there is no fear ef 

so 

false uoaaana , We cannot# therefore# accept the iwterjrets- 
fcian of the sruti "evam dharman •..** as given by Parafcalay&tl. 

Parakaiayati* s interpretation of the Shove discussed 

V 

K at]ha sentence is different from that of iRafigsrsaamij*. Accord¬ 
ing to RaftgarinSnuja the sentence means* “those who contemplate 
the attributes of "controlling toy in-dwelling" ( antarylfttltva ) 
which legitimately belong to Brahman# as existing in other gods 
would fall in eaunslra 51 * this does not offend against tfc* 
Bvaita interpretation of the text or touch the concept of 
Vi^e^a in any manner* 


30 * 

^T(C^T)3TCJ?'3TV ? I S 1 3T\?1 ^ s Q ?p^ ) rTg«7i^ - 

<fi ^ii prtfriisrrsn^TiT ) ibid ., p.14. 

SI u&viff ob^tt 
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frf*£cz\ W^Vl^T:! 

Rangaramanuja. Bhasya on Kathopanis.ad . Ananda&'raraa, 
Poona# 1910# p.85. 


Rarest Archiver 




tn 


Chapter VII 

THE SHASTA SCHOOL AND Vg^ggfc 
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In the Sh%$a school of aim : ms5* the relation between 
substance and attributes is one of difference-cuw-identlty. 

This fact is stated very clearly in the aSatrad'lpiki end In the 
commentary PraTca^a upon it* 

The statement such as *£rult is sweet* implies difference 
between fruit and its quality of sweetness* This difference 
is implied by difference between colour and taste* when two 
attributes are mutually different# they should be different 
from their substratum also* If they are idential with twtr 
substratum# they cannot remain mutually different according! to 
the well-known logical rule that if any two things# say X »nd t 
are identical with any other thing# say Z, the two things# i*e.» 

i 

X and V are also identical • If colour is identical with its 
substratum and that substratum is identical with taste# colour 
and taste also should be identical* That these two qualities 
are different is evident from the fact that we do not »ay*the 
fruit is * white’ • while describing its taste nor do we staata 
that "it is ’sweat* ** while describing its colour* were they 
Identical# the statement in both the ways should have bees 
correct# 

in the statement "this thing is good* ( abhyarhamidaii 
drayafa ) * the thing is described as a mere thing without stating 
any quality of it* such statements imply identity of substance 

1* See Suora * Ch*X# j>*20# p.3i. 
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arid its attributes^, 

The above argument for identity is not convincing; for# 
the statement by itself does not clearly suggest such an identity 
nor is it explained to show that it contains such a suggestion* 
Therefore* the argument for di££erence«»cum«identity has no legs 
to stand* 

As difference and identity are mutually contradictory, 
the question of how substance can be different«cum-i<3«ntioml 
with its attributes is to be answered by this school* 

The author of the Sastradioika has answered this question 
in tiie following manner* Tallness and shortness are mutually 


2# yef «U(ifcru ^'Tlpj ^fciQ^ncn 


£=?criFi&:fTi 3nr2p 


4^> M C) I I «H ^ ■*,} ’ _ _ 

Plrthasarathi Mi^ra. ^astradipika # Vidya Vilas Press., 

Kasi, p4, e. 39?. v n x _p , v 

\\ _ .Co . 

P.N. Sudar^anacarya. Praka^a# Vidya Vilas Press# Kasi# 1964# 

-- p.395« 
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focTl^t 5,0X1 <XT7tW ^(7f (XfJXUbl X ^ Xul^OTTU 0 Xl - 
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contradictory. But the same person can be described as tall 
and short from different standpoints. »a* may be short men 
compared to *3* and tall when compared to *€♦• in the mmm 
way* substance and t»f& attributes can be both different and 
identical from different standpoints 3 * 

According to the Manaroevodava ,. di£ fersnca-cunv-t dentdty 

in respect of sans© objects# though contradictory# is acceptable> 

for# they are seen in such a manner* contradiction also Is 

a truth If It is actually within the range of valid experi- 
4 

once * This answer too is not acceptable because# an lnotru** 
meat of true Knowledge cannot give rise to a contradictory piece 
of Knowledge* Therefore# if contradiction is perceived by 
perception# the enquiry does not stop there# but continues and 
the question of how there can be such a perception persists 
till the contradiction is resolved satisfactorily* it is the 
firm belief of the nvaita school that contradiction cannot be 



TSS XIX* 1912# p.97. 
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true 5 . The Qhat&a school has no answer to this question. 
Moreover# the question as to what is the relation between 
ai££erence«cum»identity and its relate arises and if the rela¬ 
tion is held to be one of dif£erenc«-cu m-identity * the qweatiee 
continues endlessly. therefore# the Bhai&a view of relation 
between substance end its attributes is not satisfactory* 

tb answer the question as to how perception can visualise 
contradictory elements in the same substratum# a resort will 
have to be made to some peculiarity in the nature of things 
which is but another name for visas® of the Dvaita school* tut 

eMMiMpeesniMMsa 

accepting this Viafeqa after accepting differencs-eu^identlty 
is the fallacy of excessive assumption. The Dvaita view of 
identity with Vlaaqa between substance and the attributed mas 
the merit of adequate assumption. a reference# in this asgard* 


5. while considering the feasibility of accepting differ* 
enco-cum-identity between substance and its attributes 
Jayatirtha has said in his tfvavaaudhl that virfeqa wouhd 

be essential to remove the contradiction batween"th«m« 
(see Ch.I# F.itf. 12# p.u )• This gives enough clue to say 
that the Bvaita school does not believe contradiction 
to be true. 

one more point may be noted to support the above men¬ 
tioned belief of the Dvaita school. Jayatirtha# in 
his, commentary on Mayavadaichandana of Hadhva# has 
stated that the negation of one of the two mutually 
contradictory principles is concomitant with the 
assertion of another. ( barasparaviruddhayoranya- 
fcagasii^ adha3vanytagavidhip& wantatvafe * 
p.397. VidyamSnvatigtha .'poornapgalna vidyapeeta# 
Bangalore-28# 1969J. A© »identity* and ‘difference* «re 
the negation of each other# both of them cannot be true 
in respect of one and the same thing. 
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may be made to the tferavasudha of Jayatirtha* 


“As untenabllity can be removed by accepting diffaraaea- 
cam-identity what is the us© of Vlse^a ? This is not correct. 
Vi£foga has to be accepted# at least# t© account £©r the co¬ 
existence of mutually contradictory factors. Aa it (co¬ 
existence of mutually contradictory factors) is perceived# 
where is the contradiction? True* But# when it is thought 

over as to how even such a perception is logical a resort to 

✓ 

the excellence in the nature of things should b© made. The 
necessity of accepting Vltfe%a to overcome the fallacy «£ infinite 
regress of differcncc-cum-identity is also already said* 


The PrabhSkara school and Viffe^a* 


The PralSia&era school of Miraarasa is of th© view that 
substance and attributes are different. This ashed refuses 


6 


\v... 
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the argument* advanced by the adherents of the view of identity. 
The main argument in favour of identity is# as we have »e*a# 
the simultaneous perception or knowledge of substance and t» 
attributes together or their not being perceived separately. 

Saiihanatha# in his Pgakaranapaneika shews son* itw» 
stances where the argument fails* 


Sometimes attributes like the form# etc*# are perceived 
even when the substance is not perceived* in darks***# ihb- 
stance is known without its form being known. When the wind 
is blowing? smell is perceived from a distance though the 
substance in which the smell resides is not perceived. * 
bom-blind perceives a substance only by touch and net its 
form or colour* Xn these instances# substance and its attri¬ 
butes am not perceived together and therefore# they are not 
identical « This school accepts samavSya * SaBaviva is a 
relation between two different entities existing inseparasly * 

7, _ O _ X o -o - v D -\ 

%C\\V ^ ?0! / ^Tl ^ fjj ? Q,S’ ]l) ~p 

O \ £ - _ rv Q _ ^ 

ott ('t t>r2i<fT •„ | 

Salikanatha. Prakarapapancika , BHU Dar^ana Series, No. 4, 

O _C\ 

-<? c i a p ’SrfTXn 3 oi| i j^oirfg ^ru^on ^ * 
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Jaipuri Narayana Bhafcta. Nyayasiddhl , BHU Darsana Series, 
Mo.4, 1961, p.160. 

/Ox ._ 

3*tx< riori: OMor. ^1 m o' 1 / ) 

O 

Ramanujacarya. Tantrarahasyam , GOS, 1923, p.23. 
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< Stai@ fact is a sufficient proof to say that this school sub- 
scribes to the NyIya~Val«fesika view of difference between *ub- 
stance and it© attributes. 

As sarsavaya has been refuted fey the bvaita school and 
as there i© no other plausible relation between substance and 
its attributes, they must be admitted to bo identical. 

Frabhakara does not appear to have taken a full accetrat 
of the facts that lead© to the acceptance of identity of safe- 
stance and it© attributes. As pointed out earlier in the second 
chapter of this thesis (pp *26 - 31), difference between two cogni¬ 
tions ’flowers la basket * and ’cloth in threads• cannot fee 
explained unless cloth and threads are held to be identical. 

The arguments set forth in th© first chapter <pp- 5 - 6 ) are also 
weighty enough in favour of identity. Since tear© identity 
alone will not solve the difficulty, identity along with Vjhtats 
become© unavoidable. the examples cited by FrabhSkar* car, be 
explained in the light of visa^a . Viaena is conceived as the 
oratinldhl of difference and vested with the power to do sens 
function© of difference. the instance© of the perception of 
substance alone without the perception of it* attribute or 
vice versa are th© functions of difference* This function can 
be attributed to Videsa. 

Vlifeaa and th© Saftkbya school s 

The Saflkhya school holds the view of Identity of substance 
and it© attributes. their contention in support of this view 
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481 The nature of things is to be determined by cognitions. 
There is the cognition o£ both substratum and its attribute. 
Therefore# none of it can be denied. Attributes ere identic*! 
with substratum because (i) they are attributes; (ii) they are 
effects C karya ) and (iii) they can never be severed free sub¬ 
stratum. They are identical with substratum for yet another 
reason that they are neither known separately# nor do their 
production or coming into being appears separately. 

Here# the question arises as to how then one of thee 

is treated as aorava and the other as Israyj . How do valid 

Judgments arise showing difference between the two? How are 

the words denoting them non-aynonymous ? The Safifchya school 

answers these questions by saying that all these are due to 

a way of speaking ( vlvakqa ) as in the usage "Here are 'tilaka* 

trees in this forest”. The Tilaka trees are not different 

* 

from the forest# but form an inseparable part of it. Still 
there is a valid usage which is based on arfrava&Titahav* 
between them. This is only due to the desire to speak in 
terms of difference. The same is the ease with judgments 

/ r 9 

of oarayaaryibhava with regard to substance and its attributes • 

pv ... . 
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If vivakf|S or personal preference is held to be made the 
cause of judgments of difference# the cause would only be sub* 
jective and not objective* Such a view can be held by an 
idealist* To a realist# anything that is caused must have 
some objective cause* The saftkhya# being a realist# cannot 
hold such a view at all* 

The Sankhya view of relation between substance and attri¬ 
bute is not# therefore# acceptable* 

The auddhist view of substance and attributes and vises** 


There are four prominent schools of the Buddhists* Tn&f 
are known m Vaibhaisika# Sautrantika# Madhyamika and Yegeoar*. 


The Vaibhasikaa do not accept the existence of substance 
apart from ruoa * rasa * oandha * aoarrfa and aabda . only rune 
and others exist and we have “substance 4 * when all the five 
are in a collective state* When rupa is detached from the 
group# the group of four (minus ruoa ) is called water* when 


9 (Continued), 
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gas* is detached from the group, the group of thro* 1* called 
fire. tfcUe m ar4a and sabda make air, aabda alone is »pao» i0 . 
"She reasons for the denial of the substratum ares <i> the sub¬ 
stratum is not obtainable separately from ruga# etc- ite 
attributes • (23 Th© substratum is not porceivad by any o£ 

the five sense-organs as they are capable of perceiving only the 

qualities of ruga# etc. there is no separate sixth sense 

12 

organ which can perceive the substratum • (3) there can be 

no relation between substratum and its attribute# as such « 

\ 

relation is exposed to the fallacy of' infinite regress* There¬ 
fore# there is no substratum as such called 'substance* behind 
rupa and other qualities# but fehsre are only qualities or dfesyess * 



which is a commentary on TMK by Vedantadesika) ORT, Mysore# 
1933# p.24. 
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Another group of the valbhasikaa and a group of the 
3ounbrantikas hold that only the substratum exist* and **t 
attributes 13 . According to them what is perceived 1* ♦Just 
a thing t- aanmatra . this sanmatra is known os ruga when pep* 
ceived by aye and raaa when perceived by tongue and m on, 
Difference in the perceiving senses is the cause of the 
divergence of knowledge. 

the argument in support of this view is: The cognition 

o£ ruga# etc.# can be explained without accepting rap* , ate. 

as in the case of abhava . The subject of the cognition of 

abhava is either the place ©retime and abhava is not a 

different entity other than the place or t ho time. In thm 

same way* dharail Itself when cognised by different sense* cone* 

to be known as ruisa etc. and there is no need to accept atari- 

14 

bates over and above substance . 


bike the Vaibhl§ika# the Sautrantika school la alas of 
the opinion that there can be no relation between substratum 


13, 
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ana its attribute©# If they are considered to be different 
entitles* 

The difference between the two (the vaiJahisik* aad 

-* 

the sauntrantika) schools Is that one holds that only the 
attributes exist and not the substratum while the ravers* is 
accepted by the other* 

& question nay be ashed here: 

t£ the substratum* separate from the attribute er the 
attribute separate from the substratum are not accepted* hum 
these schools can explain the genitive case in the aeatenop* 
pafcjasya rupara * and difference in number in the inutane* 
indlvarasya rupadayah ? 

This question is anticipated by ^»taraK» # l&a* a tfwdidhjat 
logician and answered in the following way; Such usages arc 
due to the desire of the speaker* The contention is that th* 
speaker can resort to such usage© if he so deair*© ©van without 

15 

corresponding outside object • 
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iantaralc^ita defends his above view (that even the usage 
of genitive is right without real difference) by pointiwy to 
the same state of affairs in the Nyaya~Vais # aJ$jfca school. 


To elaborate: There are usages such as the 'existence' 
(astitva) of six categories# < s.aiy^am padarthanaril aetftvaji ) 
the group of six ( te%is# vargSfr ). Hers# astifcva and 

varoa are not different from six categories. They cannet be 

*»S»w*pawa*®*» 

different as such a difference is against the basic tenet of 
the Vai^esjika philosophy. 

Even without any real difference between astitva . etc. 

V 

and six categories* there is usage of the genitive esse. in 

the usage of avaaya bhavah svatva^ * hhava is not different 

from sva* But there is usage of the genitive. All this 

support the Buddhist explanation for tna usage of tae genitive 

X6 

case and other judgments of difference * 


15 {Continued) 
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As both the Vaibhaaika and the sauntranfeik* *cho®l* do 
not accept both substratum and attribute# they have no proolsw 
of resolving the problem of the relation between subatanoa and 
its attributes* Moreover# this very problem is a favourable 
argument for them to accept either dharml or dhamaa only, 
Therefore# these schools have no need to accept vi^a . 

Of the other two schools# the Yogaesra scnool dees aot 

accept any outside entity and holds that there As nothing ■-rther 

than the mind* lb the Madhyan&ka school# there is nothing but 
1 ? 

the void . These schools do not appear to have wade any 
inquiry about the relation between substance and rts sttrixitt* 
even though they accept empirical reality (s Shvar fe s, aatys tys). 

Regarding the vaibhasika and the sauntrantAka objection# 
supra p 8 206# on astitva # etc* dharmas# the Vaiseipka school has 
no any convincing answer. 


The Bvalta school has such an answer in its concept of 
Visfe^a . Tt explains that though there is no real differeoes 
between aatitva and the dharmaa each as bhava and jva# viAw|s 
which is a substitute for difference is there in all things 
and this is responsible for the usage of the genitive csss* etc. 
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It deserves to be noted here that the position of the 
Bvaifca school# that w® have distinction of reference (hhede- 
wavahara ) in oases like avartjba of pot C ghataaya sverupam ) 
or svaruaatvafo without actual difference# is not analogous 
to the Buddhist view. Por# according to Madhva# in such case# 
the objective content of fehedavyavahara arc Yisfotas themselves 
t-hsaaoivoa and not bheda as such* The generally accepted 
logic that fafoedavyavahara and usage of nan-ay nonyrswus words 
and so on are concomitant with difference# is split in this 
school# It is thuss (1) Bhedavvawahara and the usage of 
non-synonynraus words with reference to two different substances 
and with reference to substance and its such attributes which 

V 

do not remain m long m substance does# is concomitant with 
difference (25 Shedavyavahara and noii-synonymous words with 
reference to substance and its such attributes which remain 
as long as it remains# are concomitant with VisftMW * 

the Buddhist explanation that the usages under our con¬ 
sideration have no foundation in fact is not a satisfactory 
explanation as it deprives them of any specific content. 

By and large# Vlse^a# then appears to be the meet 
acceptable solution so far advanced by any school of thought 
into the underlying problem of the ontological relation between 

substance and its attribute©. 

The Jalna school arid vaufeqa * 

In the Jaina school# substance and attributes ere 
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different«cui»»i.<3onfeical • This mean# neither identity o£ sub- 
staisce and attributes nor difference between them 1# ebeoMte* 
They have relative Identity and relative difference* 

K&ndafoindaswomi# a great authority on the mm 

discussed this problem thoroughly in his Pancastikaya * Some 
quotations from his work would suffice to show the Jraina view 
of the problem* 

"Avlbhaktomananyatvam dravyaguqanam vlbhaktamanyatv«fc 

M«ifc»^wee*w»ewwww»t w#M> | w «<ww.*n ry n no e ifn wmn^atiiiwwM wi* ■■ " ^*>i ia > « 

Hecchanfei nlscayagnastadviparitaA hi tesim** 

.. — '*«—I ■■ I 11 ' II T‘r ' *1 ' l * i 1 i ' ll li OTTT-rtTf n rir i ^rw i n i rwr ii rri i Tii i mrtT ii i i i i i i n iii ni i i h i I ^ hkJ — r* J» 

Gatha 4S 

mm A (A 

Pancaatikiya 

A* Cakravartl Nayanar gives the following introduction 
and translation to this gatha* 

"ftext the author rejects the following views* 

1 « That substance and qualities are absolutely 
identical• 

2* That they are absolutely different 

3* That they are absolutely identical and 
different at the same time* 

Then he establishes their conditional or relative identity and 
relative difference”* 

Translation* Those that know the truth do not reoegniee 
any of the following views as to the relation of substance and 

mmrnmm mmmmt f miaamm — womb mmmmmm mummamtmlm * wmgmmmmm m trnmmm tmfMm tmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmimmmmmmmmmmm mim m tmmm tmmmm mmm/mm** 

1 ©* Kundakundaswami* Pancastikava * Paramashruta Prafehavak 

Vandal* ^averi sasar# Kharakkuva, Sombay ISIS, p.Qf* 

s 
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quality; that they are absolutely Identical and inseparable; 

that they are distinct and separate in every way/ and lastly 

19 

that they are both distinct and identical at the aawe tin* . 

While this gat ha merely rejects the above mentioned 
three views the gafeha 51 clearly underlines the Jain* vie* of 
relation between substance and attributes* 

Varnarashgandhaspar&ah paramanuprarupita viifesa hi 
Or&vyaeea arianyah anyatvapraka&aka bhavanti 

•aStha 51* 


A* Cakravarti wayanar gives the following translation to 
this gatha; 

"Colour# taste# smell and touch are the qualities of the 
primary atom* they are not said to be really distinct from 
their material substratum though they are undoubtedly dis- 

4?0 

tinguishable from it as regards name# form# etc." 

Amrtacandracarya# the author o£ Tattvapraaio.tk* on 
Pancastihaya very clearly says that substance and attribute* 
lire both Identical and different* They are identical free the 
point o£ view of the samaness of place they occupy and they are 
different from the point of view of judgments denoting differ** 
ence-vyapadeSabheda . 


19. 

20 . 

21 * 


h Cakravarti Nayanar# Pancaatikavasara . Bharatiya Jeanapitt* 
Stew Delhi# 1975# p.42* 

Ibid.# p.48. 


a S\ <-cq rq 31) | £ q yyj |XTf 


V'\fi 


\ 


Zn l rl ~iT 


n 

M^JTin;-?|q 




(Continued on p.211). 
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In this school# the judgments shoving difference in 

spite of the identity of substance end attributes are net con- 

vincingly explained* it is merely stated that such judgment# 

of difference la Qn account of judgment shoving difference* 

But the question as to how can there be difference when attri- 

bates are identical with substance is shrouded in an ae&iyuous 

22 

"somehow* 1 without giving it a precise content » 

It is very clear from the above shown points that the 
Jaina school forcefully proves the identity between substance 
and attributes# but it accepts difference also between them 
without any powerful argument to support! but by sissply saying 
•somehow** this affords no material explanation of the valid 


21 (continued), 


5§^il:^rr4 px^-jS 


Amrtacandracarya, Tattavapydipika , Bharatiya Jnanapith, 
New Delhi# 1975/ p*161* 

’ _ \ - O N N f\ 

xpxnlifrt, 0X1 d X : i •ST^ if si ej Tnraic-!#« ’■ ' 


Jayasenacarya. Tatparyavetti / Paramashruta Prabhavak mandal # 
Javery Bazar/ Kharakuva# 3ombay/ 1915/ p*100. 




\ 

F? 


^ $1 ozfq^ £T) cX) r\ cq] >,o?‘-XX xX f'-! 7 (° u:i: X 1 

\ <T! ^-rx ..tT.rfXf(X| £r*ToT HX z ( XX o / 

- Tatparyavyttl . p.92. 
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judgments ©g difference whan there is identity. Th* very 
validity o£ judgments of difference would oblige us to accept 
working difference between them. this Jaina view may tm 
acceptable to those who believe that th© truth is relative* 

But to Madhva# a hard-core realist# truth or reality has 
no shifting standpoints* T«o mutually opposed factors 
cannot be real with reference to the same thing* Tbs Joins 
school also appears to subscribe to this view rather feebly 
whan it says that the judgments of deference are * somehow* • 
it could not have used a phrase such as kanfchanclt in 
describing th© judgment if it believed in all seriousness tnat 
identity and difference are not mutually opposed* 

Had the Jain thinkers thought more realistically sod 
persistently# they could have overcome this dilemma# finding 
out a plausible reason for the judgments of difference in the 
hssrfe of identity* Madnva has successfully persued the parable* 
from where it had been left by th© successive echo©!* sod 
thinkers who had grappled with it* And he has announced his 
solution through the discovery of the concept of VisfoHfca 
enunciated lone aero in the Ubanisads# the Brahma Tarka act* 

♦ ■* # ■* >■ •«W*W»J ll U PW On* r ii.WHiiT "r^MTMWSi I'W.iNlWN <m 

other authoritative works collected by him. 
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Chapter vm 

tm mm op vx£ssa w tm buiip up of the bvaita 
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of tft® chief tenets of th© Dvalta school of 

loso®hy is that Brahman and It© attribute* are Identical* 

Accordingly* kriya # J.iilna and other attributes of Br«bwi oust 

be identical with it* Here we face a difficulty* it is well* 

Known that kriya* jtiana * etc. , are not eternal. There are 

also srufci- predlcatea like asrak^it (created) arjati (ccwataa) 

srak^yati (will create) vyajErasit (knew)* janlfci (knows)* 

Ifiasyati (will know) which testify to the fact of krlva and 

other attributes of Brahman being non-eternal* How ©an such 

non-atornal attributes of Brahman be identical with the eternal 
1 

Brahman? Madhva solves this probleak by admitting their 
2 

otemallfy * 


nils solution advanced by ttadhva gives rle® to maar 
objections# 

1* 2£ there is destructive action even at the 

time of creation the 6rutl and other 
would have referred to them • 



2* The production and the destruction would taka 

4 

place simultaneously • 

jf\ 7 Wd ,i T Hijvr-zt 

- Nyayasudha / p.159. 


Xs'^T H# ^ c7 ° - Anuvyakhyana , p. 26 l . 


r\ 


3 , ^yrq r /" 5 ^ ^ hljd Lirf'i l?* 

- Nyayasudha / p.160 


<\ C' 




Si. 
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3* 'Jhafc the •action* of Brahman is eternal 
means it is the involuntary cause for the 
effects - ‘contact* and 'separation*, 

•Shoresore# there must be contact and 

K 

separation always (without cessation). 

4. Goes the action of the <3od produce contact 
and separation or not? If not it would 
cease to be a kriva as the very definition 
of kriva is the asamavayi%arai$a of contact 
and separation 6 , if it produces it would 
do so even in the previous moment as krivl 
has been there even then • 

Madhva defines kriva before answering these objections. 

*m S 

Kriva is a power to produce effects • this power eternally 

resides in fivara. When if manifests itself it becomes a 

*« 9 

subject of vvavahara and produces different effects • 


S. qp ^ao^jS-sn fi<Tirrm»i'X 'ifriiPP J=mVi$Wini pi4 

B-^fW^-PTROT^n^ r\ gTc^Q'/Hrfr^^l , ) Ibid . , p.160. 

I * n _ O . '~ 

b - pa u jh r ^\nj> -ft n 3^ -> ^run^ i ibid ., p.ieo. 

r / ^I7 )pT(JT 7^ 3?, >77lT!rT)^77| ^Xflot 


r d ■ ' 

^5> c " H P ^,T\ I Ibid . , p.160. 

"X 

cipTfTi | ibid . ,, p.160. 


r' __Q 

<2 . rT 7 \ I2T CjtTfTT) ^Tf 


(J ^ 01 ^ x l ^ 0*7 uTl^i a oii -r^! ^ l ^ i cT^ 

^dcd71^ulciRT> 3T SH77?A cFl i| Ibid. # p.160. 
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Manifestation is nothing but a particular state of power ( iakti K 

Any Kriya is subject to vyavahara only in it® manifest form. 

Destructive aspect of the action is not manifest at the time of 

creation. therefore, the first objection is not in order. 

Aa the power produces effects only in the manifest form, the 

lo 

second objection also is untenable * the third objection 

also is rejected for the same reason. Regarding the fourth 

objection Jayatirtha says that <iod*s action does produce contact 
and separation. But it does so when it is manifest 11 , other* 
wise even the motion in the part would effect contact with next 
place immediately after its coming into being. At this stage 
another important question arises. the kriya of Iswara is 
said to be two-£old # potential and manifest, Arm the two forms 
of krlva identical or different? If they are different, then 
it obviously means that potential form only is eternal and 
manifest form is non-eternal. in this case the original 
question stands unresolved. t£ they are identical manifesta¬ 
tion is always present and consequently effect also should take 
place at all times. The original question stands unresolved 


10* C' s r~ C o 

3 j U u A t\ Y I o if^I 1^31M cC 7 1 )r \'J{J~i|q r\ 7(M oi)„-7^i71 ^ 1 f|iT) 

(J^{ <r) ‘-Fh'&i j<Lyj^Ci d o c j \ ,-ffiid. , p. 160 . 


Q 





Ibid., p.160. 
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even ia this case* Her® Madhva say©* the pottntisiitty and 
the manifestations are identical. But identity i a not afeaalute? 
hut la tinged with Viste^a. This Viifeaa is responsible Car the 

*mm*mmt** m nr-nmiiT-w 

non-occurrence of destruction at the time of creation end -vice 

versa » Vl^eqe is basically conceived as a power which can 

account for certain facts which appear to pre-suppoae dif jterenee 

in their causes which does not exist actually. Two 

are recognised in God's action. Tnay are iaktiti and vyaktifel . 

if these two or® different? Saktl and wakti also should be 

different in accordance with the demand* of logic. If they 

are identical? the creation and other fact* should take place 

13 

always as wakfcl is there always ' * 

Here Madhya says that these two Vl&e^as are identical. 

But there is no room for intermixture of facts because Vlj&eqa 

is powerful enough to avoid such a contingency. Thi* power 

«. 14 

is called? as has already been explained? *vanlrvahakatva» 



<TW »( : n Tr 4’ 1T ’^ \ Ibid ., p.161. 

1^1 ^r|9i ‘ -(^ei ^: i o\ crp / ir-ns - 


Ibid ., p,161. 
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Mere one raay argue that why not admit *et«rnality* to 
ail krlvas in the world? The two-fold nature of tot*, and 
v yakfci can he attributed to all of them* There is «e defeet 
whatsoever in this course* Answering this question Jayatlrttoa 
restricts the scope of this device of 6aktl and vyaktl by 
fixing a criterion for the use of this device* The criterion 
is the eipistomological ground of the •©temality* of Mrlva * 

The ‘eternality* of kriva must be accepted if it has any 
epistemological ground and the device of feaktl and vyaktel has 
to be used to get over the difficulties which may arise thereof* 
There is no irrefutable ground to accept kriva in pot and such 
other things# as eternal* But there is such a ground to aeeapt 
kriva of favara to be eternal • 


m f m 


- gavnrR 

^crcrrrn ^sq^-sn 2r-r$ > ^ ^ CJ71 ^ (5-^^ 


puvcffrfl I j q^rf^f^rnxn-fP^^i 


Ibid ., p.161. 

Proof in respect of the eternality of the 'Kriya* of God,r 


ol f I jC| A ^ d 1W ^ } 

^tw' p,tn(^f7T| <zF*‘ ■spf)-' o -n rJ ' ?l • 1 
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V 


\ \r \ N . * O \\ v f ' 

KtrTJf^ioTin- cjdt srjranpftog?^: ^ u pys: 


r- 


^nuvyakhyana , p.27. ^ 

^T(5-Ti ^ Rl S’ =R I V f' rT( ■^ ^ qsx/^'i <q jqR 'D 

'^rft <f[H c^i 4 )f ) Anuvyakhyana , p.27. 
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Asummaryof the above discussed points t 

On© of the tenet© of Madhya* a philosophy is the Identity 
o£ Brahman end all Itw attributes. This has a flood eplstems- 
logical ground* Th© feast ia support it* The irutis say that 
Brahman’s attributes are eternal* The only point to be ex¬ 
plained in that how these identical attributes can be expressed 
by words of different connotation and how the kriva of God 
which is eternal does not produce contradictory effects *t the 
same time* in order to solve these difficulties Madhvs ha* 
accepts the principle of Visesa which has a firm epistemx* 
logical ground* This Viseaa by its very nature accounts for 
the judgments of difference and such other fact* with refer¬ 
ence to identical things* But for viflcqaa # ail such diffi¬ 
culties would remain unexplained and inexplicable in the Dvaita 
school. the different elements of Ate epistemological and 
ontological tenets would be wanting in central cohesion. 

VAseqat thus unifies the loose ends of the tenets of the Dvait* 
school into a co-ordinated whole and is# therefore# its most 
pivotal doctrine* 

The role of Vi&eea in explaining the function of cetane* 

ft very important question that whether the Jlv* i* the 

agent of action ( karta ) or not# As inquired into in the Brafama- 

suferas i And the sutraa have concluded that the Jlv* i* the 
16 

agent of action • 

i i m a m —i ■ j w m —w—■ «i ■1 mu «m . i nn m mmu n mmmo 

16o 3^ Vedantasutjra 2.3*32* 
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H©re is a problem. in performing different act* in* 

jjfast expends different measures of energy# Thi* is possible 

only if be has different parts ( amrfaa ). aut if he has ns such 

parts and if he is one indivisible whole this regulation «£ 

self-energy is not possible# Here the question is whether 

the Jiya has parts or not® If he has no parts# then# he must 

use all his self-energy to do even a very small act of lift- 

17 

ing a piece of grass . But he does not do so. The fact of 

his using a part of his energy is actually seen {experienced}*^# 

But as he has no parts# according to the srutl , it is not 

19 

possible even to say that he uses hi© energy partially . 

An attempt may be made to resolve the proMe* sod re¬ 
concile the pramanaa in question# The Jiva * in reality# has 
no parts# But parts are introduced by a contact with seas 
external factor ( tfoadhi ) in which case the partial uss of energy 
is possible* 

But such an explanation is defective# for# the question 
will be asked whether the external factor gets into contact 
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with the entire Jlva or his part#, in the first esse, there 
cannot be any past after th© contact as the contact is with 
the entire Jlya . as there are no parts before contact, external 
factor# cannot corae into contact with any parts. therefore# 
it is not possible to resoive the problem by bringing this 
ffpatjjhi into picture. M this problem is not solved then 
agency of the Jlva cannot b® properly explained and the result 
would be that the Jlva cannot function as an agent of the 
action. 


this problem is resolved with the help of virfeaaa . the 

jXva has no parts. Still the Almighty Brahman has made it 

possible to the Jlva to use or exercise partial energy. Madhva 

cites a 6rat.t to support his view. "Obeisance to that SvaywRfefe* 

who makes th© Jlva . though he ie parties## use only a little 

20 

energy in his actions** * 

/ 

this explains both experience and the position described 
in tlie Sfaaiiaveya srutl quoted earlier (F.Ho.19# p. 22 4. Thus 
th© agency of the j£va becomes explicable. 


»ut yet another objection may be raised. The position 
that the Jiva is essentially without parts is incorrect # for# 


the Vedantasufcra “Vyatlroko oandhavatt atha ca dar&avatl * 

, m " . . . .s* ' ..r.. . .. 

20. >H V ' lT5 ! c 1 ' n ? ^• Py i«7^t rp 7f } 


21 


‘ * -• FK \ ■ ‘ 'f \ I £ !a i | M / >'( »I I 7^ 
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21* Oaclesrayaas# ycdantasucra # 2.3.26# p*'d'J • 
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establishes multiple forms for the Jive 22 , Another safer* 
ilfc ^Infcl^aty.a^aatlnaw 23 represents the Jlvaa as squ. xf the 
&2S3& a*Q a nu and parties® they cannot have multiple farms 
simultaneously* Multiplicity o£ forms will hold good only 
if the atomic diva has parts 24 . 

25 

Madhva concedes the above arguraenfca and explains that 
described as partless In a sense quite different 
from the ordinary on® of common experience. This may b* ex<* 
plained in the following way* "Cloth and such other things 
have parts* Each of these parts is different from ths other 
and each part is different-cuKwidentical from cloth. But 
parts in the Jivas are not mutually different and else net 
different-*cuiR»identical from the diva * that is asail . t hue 

there is difference between the nature of parts in th« divas 
and that in the parts of cloth. To highlight this difference 


22* £|HJ 0> ^ ^V00i^f?i m2iol‘ ,-?cD~ 

,Q . " 3 

! Madhva. BSB , p.99. 


R3- Badarlyana. Vedantasutra , 2.3.19, p.97, 



RS • 


fi'zn Ttr-T^qi ju^rw | 


NvavasnrTha . n. 



Ibid., p*304. 
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th ® £|g& As ssAd to be parties©* That the part* of the j 3 r»n 
are not mutually different nor di£fer@nt«-cum»identieei free the 
Jiya * is the meaning of the ^rutl that describee the Jive tm be 
partless 26 * 

If the parts are not mutually different and also not 
different from the Jlva how can there be multiplicity of fern*? 
multiplicity is con-comitant with difference* it there i* no 
difference there cannot be multiplicity* the meaning of mm 
word arh£i is one who has afasas * Having amass is possible only 
If there is difference between the amrfa and the *msf£ . Thus the 
Jlva cannot be the amsl if there is no difference from the eWss* 

This objection is also answered with the help ®f Vlde^as * 
As there is Vlda%& in the Jlva it accounts for the multiplicity 
of forms* Am^itva of the Jiva also is explained by it . it 


26 * ij qzwT 3r\$*7\$@trt & QiV-\l xf 

m&\ |SjcP!>i^v p a-i <&c2\rtr\ p7<rj rh p? ivTR? 

\ \ N. \ i * \ \ * \ 




n 







'^-cm m l 

0 1 ^)\A\Q I (S}i^ Qx>W( ; | F111 * p : ) 

3K a *.' c72ii'<pj-Ri^ra ft of ri H <ri m th/i 3-1 

_ ^ (O r -1 ' 1 ^ _c~ ,-v-^ \ 

(T^uf 3-n's^l^ ^ i 

vitr ^ I Nyayasudhi , p. 3oi. 
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should ho noted that the multiplicity is not necessarily con- 

2g 

comitant with difference according to the Dvaita school . 

Thus Vileaa plays a vital role in reconciling two p«kir5i|mi» 
namely# anubhava and srutl with reference to the question wnothsr 
the Jiva is saMa or not* as the Dvaita school cannot dismiss 
any one of these two pratacnas as atattvavedaka it has to do 
justice to both* this is achieved by recognising the priswipl* 
o£ visesa* 

Vlseaa explains a Prlbhakara objection o n the 
Dvaita view of error s 

The Prabhakara school of Mimamsa holds the viaw that no 

knowledge is illusion and all knowledge is valid* The knowledge 

•this is silver* which occurs when oar eyes are in contact with 

the conch-shell is proved to be valid. They split this knowledge 

into two parts* The knowledge of ‘thisness* is experience and 

knowledge of ’silverness* is memory* But how does one stretch 

out his hand towards m object which does not exist there is 

front of him? - is the question* The Prafchsfcaras replyjfehafc 

the difference between the two knowledges and their objects is 

nor known* This non-perception of their difference is tha causa 

29 

for stretching out at the object . Hare the Dvaitins* question 
28* See chapter I# p*l5. , 


oT {(feizi p cjrw : ft ZFT\^s-U 

4 \ ~6\2\ ^ u ^VA 2^ "^rj> N | Nyayasudha , p.4^, 


Rarest Archiver 



1 


225 

is i titmt da the Prabhllkara Mimamaakae mean by difference? 

/ 

Sxamining four possible meanings of difference the tton-peaeep- 
tioo of such difference is refuted. 

'Hie four possible meanings of difference ares (1) Differ¬ 
ence is the essential form of its substratum/ (2) P/;tfes)ctuaw - 

separateness which is defined as a unique reason by which the 

3Q 

cognition ‘this is different from this* arises t (3) Mutual 
negation/ <4) opposite attributes. 

If difference is taken to be the essential nature of it* 
substratum# then the difference between the two knowledge* and 
their objects cannot be unknown# for the knowledges and their 
objects are known. ‘they are known because knowledge it held 
to be self-luminous by the Praohakaras and while the knowledge 
is known its object also is known. Thus the first meaning of 
difference cannot uphold the Prabhakara view that the difference 
between the two knowledges and their objects is unknown 3 '*'. 


3S. 


Jo. 


Mi 4vp>f 

^ - ■ t-rri -, 1 - n ' ,rT ) -1 




>ancanana. 


Mulct avail , 
P.7J1. 


o 1 H 511 <hQ * i 

V Nyayasudha , p. 49, 

^ ^ "h .Tf . 

^ j . I ^t ^ <:U^1?57 j 

Yadupati. Gloss on Nyayasudha . 

Pub: G.R. Savanur, Dharwar. (Date of publication and full 
address are not given), p.49. 
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ifoa second moaning of "difference* cannot be taken be* 
cause as pqthaktva is a quality it cannot subsist in knowledge 
because, the latter also la a quality. when there is no 
pr.fchalsfcva in knowledge the question of non—apprehension of it 

TiO 

does not arise at all * 

third meaning also is ridden with fallacies, m+n 
they say that the mutual negation of the objects of knowledge is 
not known, is it the mutual negation of "this" and silverness er 
of "this" and silver that is not known? it cannot be of "this" 
and silverness because one is a substance (thing) and another 
is a generality. It is a fact that they produce the r em ewerence 
of nan-synonymous terms. Production of such remembrance is net 
possible if mutual negation is not known. Therefore, it is not 
possible to say that mutual negation between "this* and silver¬ 
ness is unknown# Moreover, mutual negation is the essential 
form of its substratum. Now the substratum "this* and silver¬ 
ness and "this" and silver ere known. Therefore the anutuM 

33 

negation cannot be unknown • The fourth meaning of ‘difference* 

32. Cf^U! ^OTl JH/t 1 NyayasudhI , p.49. 

33 > * j, ft i\ a^srnjj ft * 7 jr^HTTf^o 1 ift 0 -t r a 1 > ft ( 3,7? 

? vr'rB r ft 1 o r> u: 1 3-1 m ft27 31 <b2 ( ^ttyp ft 1- a ftW r ftn : 

7,7t anTTiaftn a 1 o-rm 

u^nr < aifti Tiftd7^c)t *, 11 foy* 0 1 $ft/ *} 

Ibid ., p.49. 
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also is untenable* Thisness and silverness, the opposite* attri¬ 
butes of ‘this* and silver are known as present in *thi«* and 
silver respectively. Thu© the difference is not unknown'”. 

Hare the Prabhakaras may say that even the Dvaitin* have 

to accept the view of non-perception of difference and consequently 

all the defects shown by them hold good in their view else-. Here 

the Svaitins say though difference is identical with dhara? or 

* 3S 

vaatu it is not mere identity, but identity together with visas* * 
This Vidfiaqa accounts for non-perception of difference though 
vaatu is perceived. But the Prabhakaras cannot offer eueh an 
explanation as they do not accept Videos . Thus Vlaftwia pJays 
an important role in supporting the Bvaita view of error by 
overcoming the difficulty which the Prabhakaras have to face. 

Viife^a and Anvit abliidhanavada » 

The question how the anvava. i.e«, the relation between 
the meanings of words is known or in other words which part 

* They are opposite in the sense that * thinness* dees not 
reside in silver and silverness does not reside in ‘this* • 

34 n ^ r ^ ^ ^ ^ 

an ^ fts? ■ ^h^rfffj - 

crll^l^TptTT-sxi ^ vTW ^ v7| H <rl 2-z\ * p,5 ° 

i) pj C|^2T7-Ss^qjrr| ^ jc/ si s^crjryr^s^ 

gA I mi if) Z7R4 Q I STZ f <FXl ^^t^ 3 TTrji^f s f . 

c^noi 571^ ( -££i£*' P- 50 - 

Yadupati. Gloss on Nyayasudha , p.50. 
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of the sentence produced tne knowledge c£ anvava between *sh» 
meanings of the words is examined toy different schools of 
Indian philosophy in different ways* As a result many theories 
on this subject have come into toeing. The Dvaita school holds 
the view that the words express their meanings throw#) the 
relation to the meaning of other appropriate words in the 
sentence ( yoovetarasvarth&tohidhanavada ) * 


nadfrva has formulated this theory after pointing oat 

37 

the inadequacies in the theories of other schools • 


36< 


c\2| t djTf 1 { 
o 'h 


Xf t JI| ^ qjXi 17J! p'f'tll eFT -eXH 9 n }s I I Nyayasudha , p.87. 




q / iT^qqpJq'^? q ^777)7 • 

X \ 1 ) 


4-’^) ( 3>r<3: ^TrnTiSRT JTM : ; ) <&T4^f ! ^rw- 

at 7Z\r<$ |9i tiTHrn i xRTTipi,?i $3 

- -.-cam - rW ! ' 


d^frZfaqTTq^^q^l |3 r ^ f< ^ v 

r a lQ jr7>(3i 4- - 4; q * ■. i s^pfsafegaa onicnb j i 

^l&2|Tq cq: j ^mifcziy- 7 ~ni -) i tjd ^^crn r^ T 

T \ \ Xi^ 2T<*T| -P’m ^7tqqW ^iquTt q | q ^^vq’^n,V?, 
qxrri rpTi^T^Tiq q-fq\^iq'?iI *T rf^ajf j? 

jth i q^,^nVi r 3 rt|q 7 i^!^n 
-C| qn ( 3'T^X^'^m^i^ 3-^477 f -^JTdT^^ncnf 

<=^ $ rsrTTqq^ dm-f 1 3ri^^s^rq<^^-?4>; ..... 

Anuvyakhyana , p»142» 
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But even Madhva’s theory is apparently, not free tx^m 
certain defects* It holds the view that Brahman and it* attri- 
hutes and also substance and its attributes are identical* 
'Therefore, in the sentences "Satyam jnSnacnanantaia Brbhsw , 
sarvajhai^ sa aarvavlt , etc* the word Brahma Itself must 
be denotative ( vacaka ) of the qualities denoted by other words. 
Therefore, other.words in the sentence would become redundant, 
goaides, in the case of identity of Brahman and Its qualities, 
there cannot be any anvaya (relation) as anvaya is possible only 
between two or more different meanings. Therefore, hew csn 
words signify anvaya generally and also particularly is the 
absence of difference between meanings of words? The solution 
to this problem is found in Madhva's doctrine of visfesa. By this 

4 **m*mm**mtm 

power of vi&ena infernal distinctions between Brahman and Its 
attributes and between attributes themselves is possible. Con¬ 
sequently, the anvava (relation) between meanings denoted by 
different words is possible and also non-signification of parti¬ 
cular aspects is possible, thus, there is no difficulty is 
appreciating the theory of Yogvetaraavarthabhidhln avada . An 

3©# > v 

n't c^pF DTi ? 1 T 0 v)^f- ( : Hf rffiri'j ~ 

Firstc^rrft f 

cj- op-l^r^r a (T (Pn ( Fr\ \\ 1 1 ^ $r q ^^ " 

foXM | pi pi ~ri &c^rrrT *: \ 3 np Mm $1 1*4 ' 
'^T4fTT|'p r i?fi I 

- Nylyasudhl , p.52C. 
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Objection may be brought against this solution. The vie* of 
identity of substance and its attributes gives rise to a question 
as to why# when the pot is Known by touch# its colour i# not 
Known. The answer to such a question would be that vi»oap 
prevents the perception of colour by touch. on the same ground, 
a question may be asked as to why the signification of bofcn 
general and particular anvaya is not prevented by Vises,* . 
Answering this objection Madhva underlines the function of Vlafeyi . 
We have to accept that the signification of particular aotwava 
alone is held up by Vl^es a and not the signification of general 
anvava also. Because# every word in a sentence signifies its 
meaning in a general relation to other meanings denoted by some 
other word in the sentence. Words have a power to give rise 
to the knowledge of a meaning related particularly to other 
meaning. They derive this power by association with other 
words. This is the experience of one and all. Therefore# 
the objection that general anvaya also should be held up# is 
against experience and is thus groundless. The hold up df 
particular anvava must be explained suitably as there is no 
reason for such a hold up in the view of absolute identity of 
Brahman and Its attributes. As Vises,a is capable of internal 
distinctions the hold up of particular anvaya can be easily 
ascribed to it. Thus Vilena has to be utilised to explain 

•HoMiiHaMwra 

certain incongruities arising out of certain logical neceaaitiee 
and while doing so we cannot afford to ignore experience also. 

In the light of experience and logical compulsion of identity of 
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Brahman and its attributed ViSasa steps in to prevent particular 

39 

anvava and not general • 


The role o€ Vi&aea in explaining a judgment pertaining to tlae i 


pie have a judgment Pucvah fr&lah . Here the time 
denoted by two words is not different* sut it Is one and the 
same* The same "tine* figures as both the determinant and the 
determined* That it is determinant is denoted by the word Purvey 
and that it is determined is denoted by the word Kalai\ . here 
the question# as to how the same time can act both way# siwuitana- 
ouely# would naturally arise* The answer that there is a subtle 
distinction in time which does not harm th© unity of time is 

' iA 

inevitable* Such a distinction is ’possible only through Vise^e . 


39 < 


y ‘T7(o^i -T) t\ i^TTf rT Sf, 7\ fsp? [z~^i ^ * 4 ) 

*i[3 f? ,i 


Anuvyakhyana , p.142 

J'fO. 1/%}T *. xpf 


s'V «■'/ M 

Madhva. BSB, p-139 ' 


Hi'MI ~M t t l^pl pTfi5\ ^^CJTI j?{o^! XCW' -Fn~f „ ^ IA 

V ^ (f 5 ^ R %;' -$Q ' 2j; 1 p 

/p \ __ p Jagannl^hayati. Bhasyadlplka on BSB, of 

p ^ier^)^r]3- (rl I Madhva, BDPS, Bangalore 1965, Vol.III, 

- ^ p.115. 

C-’T* ^ r ; 

”3 M 23RRl“ : ?' , ’ c ^ , ^i-s'T'f | oM^I es f f ■<, =F?7r? <r~ { "fi) "Rvi i 

a ^ ^ ^ \ i 

pT rl : of 1 

Trivikramapanditacarya. Tatfcvapradiplka , A3MM, 1958, p.338 
Madhva supports his interpretation with a stanza from the 
Brahmapurana ^ ^ 

3r|) &) e ?{ ° r fc^^5|Ro3 ’ trf4?T^ fe=T3 1 ^FDrs^ ?f) ''T*7~7 -fjF , 

pTCn^) ^13 ^7 l R / 

Madhva. BSB , p.139. 
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Vlsfeqa explains avldya in the Jiva s 

£k*3i is self-luminous ( svaprakasa ). Ms always knows 
himself without the aid of my external means* Knowlsdgs* bliss, 
©to# are his essential qualities ( svaruoa K This mss ns knowledge# 
bliss and other such qualities are Identical with the j!y« . H»r« 
arises a question# why# then «.Tiva does not experience any bliss 
or knowledge in his state of bondage? He does not even know 
about his teeing the svarupa of knowledge# bliss# etc. though ha 
knows himself as evidenced in the knowledge •l*» How 1* this 
possible if Jlva is self-luminous? No answer to this question 
ears be given without Viseqa * &e Visena is capable of internal 

distinctions in the subject# the ignorance and non*ex.p*rx*nos of 

41 

full knowledge and bliss is rendered possible by this vjjfe^a. 


Vlseaa explains the instrumentality of soul in producing 
knowledge s 

42 

The number of sense organs Is seven in tha Dvaita 
philosophy# Six of them are the same as accepted by all other 
schools. The seventh io aaksin. This aaksin is non* but the 


41 « Zj 'l | jej «t.f Ji I ? /'•( <$\t ^ I N ' r i r 2 H <4 (Sk-l I ZT 0 Jf/ <qc'31 


S/’l 4-iTTI 0 t4W)U 01 0 \ I Nyayasudha , p.64. 





0 .^ 0 *- 


^ \ 

“» I 


Madhva. Pramanalaks.aria , p.123. 
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Jmowar# that i*, soul 43 * Lika other sense organs ( Andriyan ) 
fch© soul also is an instrument of knowledge in directly 
cognising time* space# etc, Tim# space, etc. cannot be aitd 
are not known by eye or other sense organa as the £«rsmr do not 
have colour or other properties which are essential pre-condi¬ 
tions to be an object o£ sensory knowledge. Hor is tine known 
by mind# for# there is knowledge of time even in the state «£ 
dreamless ©leap when the mind is at rest. mat such a knowledge 
of time is, there in the state of dreamless sleep is proved toy 
the recollection of the happy reposes of sleep expressed in the 
judgment 9 1 have slept soundly and blissfully all this tim\ 

We have# therefore# to attribute them to the instrumentality of 
a special sense organ that is active during the dreamless sleep 
(when the mind itself is at rest) and which co-ordinates with 
the innermost experience of the self. This sense organ can 
be nothing other than soul itself. 

Here arises a question. How can the soul, being the 
knowler# be an instrument of knowledge? This question can toe 
answered only with the help of Vi^eqa. By this power, there 
is an internal distinction of jfmfcrtva and jnanaharaqstva 
in the soul and hence it is an instrument of Knowledge. 


43. 


r! <i\ 


h* 








Jayatirtha. Pramanalaks^anatilca, p#123* 
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Chapter IX 

tm WAXTh CQHCEPT OF m COCTRAST£D with viss^a Qp Tt« 

VAXgfeg.IKft. SCHOOL 


/ 
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the Vaisfe^ika school has a category called vises*« xt» 

■MW m ■id ftw 

conception of Videos and the purpose for which it has 
accepted are entirely different from those of Via*e^« in the 
Dvaita school* Their similarity does not go beyond the earns* 

In the vaijfeqika school# Vl^e^a is conceived as a differ- 
entlating factor* This may be explained in the following wayi 
things like pots are mutually different because ©f the differ¬ 
ence of their parts* This holds good upto dvyanuka. when we 
come down to the atoms of the same substance# they cannot be 
distinguished by the difference of parts as they are all part¬ 
ies®* There must be some other factor to bring about differ¬ 
ence among the atoms of the same class* For this purpose# 

the Vaidesikas recognise a distinguishing factor called v»jf*sa* 

# ^ 

The tern Vlseqp /etymologically explained as a differentiating 
factor ( vis&^yate anena iti vi^e^ai} or viifssjayatlti vi»s«ah >« 
this is the reason for giving it the name in the vaiaaaika 


In the Dvaita school also# the term Is employed in the 
same sense# but in a different set-up* Here# this concept is 
intended to account for the Judgments of difference withis any 



Pra^astapada« Prasastapadabhasya, V.SS, Benaras, 1895, p.321* 



Sridhara. Nyayakandall , V.SS. 1895, p.323. 
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given instance, eternal or non-eternal whore difference does not 
exist as a matter of fact* It Is thus a differentiating factor 
in a very limited sense inasmuch m it explains the judgments 
of difference explained already supra p. 6 . But in the 
vaieeslfea school, Vlafeqa is the cause of mutual difference 
between atoms and such other eternal entities where no other 
differentiating cause can he found* Thus, while videos of the 
Dvaita school accounts for the judgments implying difference 
between substance and its attributes which is not there in reality, 
Vis'e^a of the Val&qUc* school accounts for the actual difference 
between atoms of the same class and also between other eternal 
entities life® space, soul and mind* Thus, both the funet;jwn 
and the scope of the concept of Visesaa in the tv® schools are 
entirely different® The scope of Visfe^a of the Cvaita sch«el 
is much wider as it is accepted in all entities* The scope of 
vi«fe$a of the vaidfesika school is confined to eternal entities 
only* 

Another important point to be noticed is that vi^eta of 
the IJvaita school helps to preserve the unity of substance and 
Its attributes explaining the distinction of reference, whereas 
tss> Vl&efa of the v&ileqifta school brings about difference 
between entities* This point is roost important as pointed out 
by Dr* 8*tt«K* Sharraa. He say»s "It suffices to Keep the 
Vi^B^ao of tho two systems os the poles apart and expose the 
fallacious assumption of mw& scholars that the Vllas.a e£ Hftdhva 
system is either derived from or inspired by those of the fyaya- 
val&a^Ueas” 2 * 

2* ahilosoidhv of Madhvacarya * p.5€>. 
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Both the concepts are regarded as svanirvahak^ by *h*ir 
respective schools in order to circumvent infinite ragrese. 

Mukfcavail of vi&vanafha Fancanana explains Vlafeim t 
o£ the VaiSesikas very briefly in the following ways Substances 
like ghafca, down to avyaipka are mutually different because of 
the difference of their parts. But, Viafe^a alone la the 
differentiating factor in atoms. That, of course, is self* 
differentiated• Therefore, there is no necessity of another 
visesta in it 3 * 

VjB*e^a 3 of the Vai^es.ika school are all eternal. Viie^t 
of the Dvaita school is eternal in eternal entities and non* 
eternal in non*eternal things like a pot* Their number i» 
innumerable in both the schools* 

Viefesa of the Vaisbeikaa is called Anty®~visleaa. The 
word antya la interpreted an that which rests at the end 4 , this 
1 © further elaborated as partisan substance, thus confining 
VlSesa to substances which have no parts. These substances, 
obviously# are akarfa, kale, dik, atma and manas . 


3 * 


5 M Wii <*it r| ~rl .> -T^TT ,4'^ I rL. ^JTafypC 




Visvanatha Pancanana# Mulct aval i , p.119* 


U- 3h-C-«T^ Jrfcf y^iil 3SM-' p * 119 - 
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r m© Wao-Naiyayikas dismiss this Vis«M with the argument 
that if Vlafbg # a is invested with the power of avanirvahakafyir* . 
atoms and other eternal substances themselves may he invested 
with such a power as it would save the assumption cf a new 
entity 5 * 

eufc# according to Rimarudra, a commentator on Pieakaclvssn 
even this view of the ftev?*»waiyayikas is not acceptable to 
Dinakara* Ramarndra makes this observation ©n the basis off the 
word ‘say* (shuh) in Dinakara*© sentence quoted above* nine* 
rudra elaborates# The inference which proves atom my not 

necessarily prove mutual difference among atoms end therefore 

& 

a differentiating factor la necessary • 

Thus Mtfesja. oS the Vairfe^ikas is subject of controversy 
within that school itself* But Vi^esa of th© Dvaita sehsel 
has never been a subject of controversy among the adherens* t® 
the Dvaita school. 



<^nr° fjjr 




Dinakara* Dlnakarlvamu p.123. 

6 * i cT|rw>3 ^g^cfTOSTcpr^ i 

. « _ f ! _ ^ __2L a /n „ 

17C T\n>^ oWfrR^Y to /jr~ 

^ h^tt r c'sr^p&i) <f-pr 

Ramarudra* Ramarudrivam (to be found in th© volume 
named Karlkavali}* 9a! ©manor awa press # Madras, 1923* 
p.123. 
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'file Dvaita school refutes this vicfan of the v«i&<tikss 

In the following manner* Atoms have parts ana therefore* they 

can be mutually distinguished by their parts* Those parts 

in turn are mutually distinguished by their parts* As evwry 

part has its parts# there is no difficulty for the mutual 

7 

differentiation of any part • 

There is no need to accept vit/eg,* by the vaisfo^ixai in 
akada * kala * etc*# a© these can be mutually distinguished by 
their essential characters* 


7« jzr. 


’ ai vT<i dn.) mn jjt uc*i ^ 6f j 


* r, \ I r?- 


rlT^TH^ir p~/j~ r j) 

Psdraanabha* Madhvaaiddhantasara *, t.r*k. wirnay Ssgsr# 
Bombay# 1918 <saka># p. 10. 


^ cf *»pV htjiti 4 r^<r ^ / 

■=? IT^-ipy pq-^j -C,r^f3 ^?TJT« ^vTjvrr H 

~ Anuvvakhyana j p„76. 
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*4 A 


a svmxm m? 

'Difference* is the bedrock of all the Realistic and 
Pluralistic systems* Hie idealist and ironist schools el 
Philosophy naturally seek to refute ’difference* on the ground 
that it can neither be an attribute of its substratum nor an 
essential form of it* If it is an attribute it opens the 
door for the fallacy of infinite regress* X£ it is considered 
an essential form of its substratum* the peculiarity in ton* 
requirements of the cognitions of difference and its substratum 
cannot be explained* 

Moreover* certain difficult questions have also to be 
answered about the relation between substance and its attributes* 
The questions are* (1) Are substance and its attributes 
different? (2) Are they identical? (3> Are they different- 
eum-identical? All the schools of Indian Philosophy except 
that of Madhva have chosen one or the other of the three alter¬ 
natives. They have tried to give their answers to the objec¬ 
tions raised against the view they have preferred* 3ut i* 
has been shown in the previous section* their answers are not 
entirely satisfactory. They leave many points still unexplained. 
Coming after these schools* the Dvaita philosophy of Wadhire 
felt that there was a need for a further attempt to fee twadm in 
a new direction to solve these difficulties* After carefully 
examining many of the earlier solutions* it has offered a 
different solution of its own in the form of qualified identity 
{ s&vidfe%3bheda) between substance and it® attribute® * 1 m 
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qualifying factor is a unique power of all entities. twie 
unique power restrains the power o£ identity from sweeping 
everything out of reality and making ©very judgment of differ¬ 
ence invalid. this power is called VISega . it is regarded 
as the pratinidhi (representative) of ‘difference*. 

In the light of this concept, 'difference* le held to 
b© an essential fora of its substratum* the difficultlea 
arising out of such a view have been shown to be answered with 
the help of Vlsoqa , the difference in the cognitions of 
difference and its substratum is due to this principle. This 
very function is its ‘ raison <3*e-tre *. therefore# there can 

be no question of ‘how* about this function ©S viafosa . 

the problem of the relation between substance and its 
attributes also can be solved with the help of qualified identity 
between them through Vli aqaa . this concept offers an objec¬ 
tive content to the Judgment of difference with reference to 
dharma and dharmln which are held to be identical# by pre¬ 
serving the reality of both substance and its attribute without 
giving room for overlapping. It is this fact of a judgment 
having on objective content that is the essence of Reel la*. 

Thus the concept has made the foundations of Realism firm by 
answering all the objections against ‘difference*. 

The idea of clipping or curbing the power of identity 
from sweeping everything out of existence io «o old as *h* 
fJpanlqads. Madhva has quoted a sentence from the fraramo»anl%sd 
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which vocally speaks of Viseaa (Sea supra# p#49 )• Madhva has 
made use of this ^panAggk concept to build a Realistic and 
Pluralistic system of Philosophy based on the pgaathinatrayl . 

'She concept Is an original contribution of the Ovaita school to 
Indian philosophy in the sense that the school has made use of 
this Upani^adio concept for the first time to solve an age-old 
problem# It is difficult to understand how the predecessors of 
Madhva missed this Upanitnadlc concept#, 

the idea of Brahman being the possessor of infinite number 
of auspicious attributes is a bedrock of Vaisnavlam. without it# 
the doctrine of bhaktl cannot have any intellectual appeal* the 
presence of infinite number of attributes in Brahman and their 
non-distinction from Brahman cannot fee logically established 
without the help of the concept of Vlsesa *« this alone can pre¬ 
serve the manyness of its attributes and their identity with 
Brahman* Thus Vl^eqe plays a vital role in giving a rational 
basis to the doctrine of bhakti # 

The generally accepted logic that the tahedavvavahlga end 
use of nan-synonymous words are compatible with difference is 
reviewed by this school* It is shown that* (1) The Bheda- 
vvavahara and usage of nan-synonymous words# with reference to 
two different substances and with reference to substance and 
such of its attributes *e do not remain as long a* the subatanee 
does# are concomitant with *di£ference*. (2) The BhaSavyayghagft 

and the use of nort-synonymous words with reference to 
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substance and its such attributes which remain a* long as ths 
former remains# are concomitant with ViatQS.a . 

By introducing ©uch a distinction into the generally 
accepted concomitance the idea that manyness is incompatible 
with identity could be modified# As manyness# how# can tos 
explained by Vifeasa also# the whole problem of * difference* 
and the problem of substance and attributes can bo amwothly 
explained* Such a distinction in concomitance is possible 
only with the help , of Vlgfes.a and this underlines the role of 
Vilena in the Dvaifca school of Indian Philosophy. 

Other schools cannot satisfactorily explain their posi¬ 
tion® without calling in Vldfeaa or something corresponding to 
it in principle* For instance# the vaiSes.ika idea that the 
basic categories are only seven cannot b® justified without 
accepting qualified identity of the categories and their sumar- 
ous attributes like astitva * pramevatva # etc* Accepting 
qualified identity is nothing but accepting Vl6*%a « It helps 
to avoid some logical assumptions thus securing the mmh 
coveted advantage of doing with leas number of assumption* in 
putting forward a theory or a hypothesis* 

Vi&easa of the Dvaita school can ba proved by ail the 
three proofs of knowledge* 

The concept of Vl&eqa of the Dvaita school ha# not g*s* 
unchallenged. It has been challenged by such stalwarts Ilk* 
Madhusudana Sarasvatl# Vedanta Desfika and Parakalayati. 
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Parakalayatl has refuted Vlseqa elaborately. He has charged 
Vlifeqa with being as good as the avidya as it give* rise to 
judgment* of difference with reference to Brahman and its attri¬ 
butes where there is no such difference (See supra p. 174 - 5 ). 
Madhusudana Sarasvati has refuted it saying that it is nothing 
but difference (See supra p.147 )• 

These refutations have been suitably answered by ttm 
exponents of the Bvaita school. In this thesis# sons mm 
points of author*3 own have been added. for instance# the 
avidva is that which gives rise to illusion# The judgments of 
difference in respect of Brahman and Its attributes are not 
illusions because such judgments are based on the irutis . There¬ 
fore# Vilena which gives rise to such a judgment cannot be same 
as the avidva . 

Visoqa answers a very serious objection raised by ttte 
Vi-sistjkdvalta school that Identity of Brahman and Its attributes 
would reduce Brahman info a state of attrlbuteleaeness. Uliana 
saves the reality of both Brahman and its attributes. It may 
be reiterated that the very spirit of the qualified identity 
is to solve the problems arising in the wake of bare identity. 

The concept of svanlrvahakatva plays a vary important 
role in ©very school of philosophy in explaining certain ulti¬ 
mate concepts and situations. This svanlrvahakatva itsebf 
requires some internal distinctions# like being nlrvafry# m& 
nirvahaka# in things to which it la ascribed. This Hied of 
internal distinction has to be ascribed to some power of bh* 
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thing in creation« As this concept of svanlrvihakatv* is known 
to all schools* the necessary inherent power of the thing else 
roust be known to them. this very idea of inherent power appears 
to be rooted in the expressions used by Vedanta belike end 
Hadhusudana SarasvatX in trying to bypass vidfesp*. Vedanta 
Oe^ilca says • “Ail the Judgments which apparently pre-supposs 

sorfl© relation between substance and attributes occur by the very 
nature of substance and attributes”, (supra p. 160# f.n. 4). 
ttadhusudana sarasvafei says 3 "All the judgments pre~suppo«ing 

difference can be explained by avabhavavitfesa . And this 

m ‘ * 
av atahavavisfega is nothing but the unique svaruoa «f things 

But as they have refuted the Dvalta concept* it is difficult 

to understand their talk of avabhavaviafes,* for their own purpose. 

the Joins school also appears to have felt the need far such a 

concept when it says that judgments of difference are there 

"somehow” (See supra . p*. 21 l) after proving the identity of the 

substance and its attributes* 

Viaesa of the hvaita school is nothing but euch an inherent 
power of things* This power has been fully mobilised by ft&dhva 
end his followers to solve certain knotty problems of phllesephy. 

1 * T^\ I a~ fir frstf 

jFWa'%$~5)~$ •sn^JL I ^ 

- Advaitaaiddhi * p«0O7. 
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the concept has imparted some originality to the epJtetemolegy 
of the Dvaita school* The role of s lkatin which is the sea* as the 
Kttaan functioning as its sense organ can he explained only with 
the help of Vlie^a* Its theory of illusion and its theory about 
the power o£ words also receive a new direction in the Xitfst of 
this concept* 

It may therefore# be concluded without fear of exagijrratie* 
that# by and large# Vifeesa appears to be the most accept able and 
the least cumbersome solution# so far advanced by any ached of 
thought# of some of the difficult problems of philosophy* 
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a m vmxxmT works quoted air wmwA 


Ma&bva quotas* in hia works* from ancient works to support 
his line of interpretation or thinking. As far «s the coiwept 
of Vilba%a is concerned* he has quoted, in his viggntatteavi- 
alggaya * from Pagamopaoiq,ad and arahraatarka * to show that scats 
ancient works referred to Vi^ae# explicitly. of these two works* 
the Paramo panlsad is available even now. But we do not find is 
it the sentence quoted toy Madhv*. the arahmatarka is not extant 
and it is not Rioted toy any predecessors of Madhvs either, this 
may give rise to doubts about the validity of Msdhvs's quota* 
tiona. 

Ragnavendratirtha, a follower of wadhva* has* in his work 
called Mantrartharaam jar! has taken up this question. He has 
observed that this state of affairs is not exceptional to wadhve 
alone. to prove his point saghaveadra has shown instances free 
the works of §htoara* Sankara and Ramanuja 2 . the sentencss 
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quoted by these authors have not been extant since very !#»»• 

?or thi© reason# haghavendra says# we must not eespeet the 
honesty of those authors# hut we should conclude that thee#! 
the works An question are not available now they should have 
been known by ancient men 2 . The same conclusion applies e»U 
in the case of Hadhva also. 

About some works quoted lay Madhve which are sot quefeed 
by his predecessors it may be said that they not hsve 

com® to their notice or they mi«ht have rejected thee as useless 
to prove their point* 




r-i, 


-Vr 
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Ibid., pp.3-4, 
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